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ABSTRACT 
This thesis presents an empirical examination of the effects 
of the social and physical context of the neighbourhood on 
neighbourhood satisfaction of residents in Edmonton, 
Alberta. 

A review of the literature reveals that urban research 
has historically emphasized the relationship of the social 
and cultural components and satisfaction and minimized the 
importance of the man-built environment. To this end 
neighbourhood satisfaction will be measured in relation to 
five neighbourhood attributes. The types of attributes are: 
1. neighbourhood: design, 2. density factors, 

3. neighbourhood social structural characteristics, 

4. housing satisfaction, 5. level of interpersonal 
relationships within each neighbourhood. Fifteen variables 
were constructed and tested in all. 

A structured interview administered to a multi-stage 
sample of 341 residents in Edmonton, Alberta provides the 
data. Regression is the principle technique used in the data 
analysis. 

Moderately strong and statistically significant 
correlations are found between neighbourhood satisfaction 
and four of the five sets of attributes, with level of 
interpersonal interaction having a small and insignificant 
correlation with the criteria. 

The multiple regression analysis isolated six variables 


that have significant independent effects on neighbourhood 
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satisfaction, (grain, housing satisfaction, average age of 
residents, level of interpersonal relationships, internal 
and external density). Both grain and housing satisfaction 
were found to be positive predictors of neighbourhood 
satisfaction, explaining 35.24% of the variance and 
accounting for 67.38% of the total variance of the reduced 
form equation. The analysis shows that the neighbourhood and 
housing design factors substantially effect neighbourhood 
satisfaction and it is time to turn away from the question 
of whether the physical environment has effects, to the 
study of design factors which magnify or minimize these 


effects. 
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CHAPTER I 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

The study of the relationship between different 
neighbourhood environments and the attitudes of their 
residents has been given a considerable amount of attention. 
The residential environment, besides being the most abundant 
land-use type in the city, is recognized as a basis of 
healthy, personal, social, and physical development (Duhl, 
1963). In addition, while people make use of community 
recreational, shopping, educational, and health facilities, 
the greatest proportion of residents’ discretionary time is 
spent in and around their homes (Chapin, 1965). 

We therefore intend to investigate more closely the 
factors that promote feelings of satisfaction with a 
neighbourhood design. In particular, we are interested in 
how residence in different types of city neighbourhoods 
affects levels of neighbourhood satisfaction? 

The discussion that follows will present an empirical 
analysis of the effect of the social and physical context of 
the neighbourhood on the satisfaction of residents in 
Edmonton, Alberta. This analysis will focus on the 
importance of both types of environments because urban 
research has historically emphasized the relationship of the 
social and cultural components and satisfaction and 
minimized the importance of the man-built environment 


(Popenoe, 1977). 
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The purpose of this thesis will thus be to evaluate and 
interpret the satisfaction levels of people in several 
selected residential areas. Satisfaction will be measured in 
relation to neighbourhood attributes consisting of 
neighbourhood design and density factors, neighbourhood 
social structural characteristics, housing factors, and 
level of interpersonal relationships within each 
neighbourhood. 

In order to do so, this thesis will first focus on 
these attributes and the nature of their association with 
neighbourhood satisfaction. Secondly, the thesis wil] 
explore the complex set of relationships among these factors 
to determine their relative importance for explaining 
neighbourhood satisfaction. One advantage of this approach 
is to offer planners insight as to the opportunity to 
improve the quality of the physical surroundings and thereby 
the perceived livability! of metropolitan neighbourhoods by 


their residents. 


‘Livability is defined as the sum total of the qualities of 
the urban environment which tend to induce in a citizen a 
state of neighbourhood satisfaction. These qualities of the 
environment that contribute toward a positive evaluation may 
be called factors of livability. Of primary concern in this 
thesis is the organization of space which “best” 
accommodates the needs of the residents and minimizes 
friction and frustration from the factors of the 
neighbourhood design (Wilson, 1962; Roscow, 1961). 
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CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 


1. What is Neighbourhood Satisfaction? 

In recent years, a considerable amount of literature 
has appeared that focuses on people’s responses to their 
residential environments. Taken as a whole, this research 
provides insights into the meaning of residential quality 
for residents. Before this discussion of what neighbourhood 
satisfaction Sole omteanied however, we must define the 
concept "neighbourhood". 

This concept has various connotations, ranging from the 
residential dwelling and its immediate environment to the 
census tract (Caplow and Foreman, 1955; Zehner, 1971; Burby 
and Weiss, 1976). One crucial requirement for the meaningful 
evaluation of neighbourhood satisfaction is to establish 
what "unit of reference" the resident refers to when he 
evaluates his neighbourhood. In other words, at what level 
of analysis do the physical and social structural conditions 
of the neighbourhood covary with neighbourhood satisfaction? 

The research findings of Caplow and Foreman (1955) 
pointed out that the "block" was the area identified by its 
residents as the neighbourhood. It generated a definite 
internal neighbouring structure. Research of Zehner (19 7a) 


and Burby and Weiss (1976) validate that finding. They 
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concluded that the neighbourhood was what the resident can 
see from his front door--that is, the five or six nearest 
houses. They argue that this area is that in which most 
residents have day-to-day experiences. It is the area in 
which children are raised, in which interaction with 
neighbours occurs, in which leisure interests are often 
pursued, and in which home-owners often have sizable 
investments. For all these reasons residents are bound to 
have more than a passing interest in this area. Furthermore, 
Burby and Weiss (1976) explain that: 
“Housing and the character of the immediate 
neighbourhood were major factors in families’ 
decisions to move to both new and conventional 
communities. In fact, it can almost be said that 
people do not move to communities...they move to a 
house and block on which it is located. The reason 
for households’ greater interest in the home and 
neighbourhood is easily understood...The quality of 
the home and attractiveness of the neighbourhood in 
large part determines the soundness of this 
investment. In addition, while people make use of 
community recreational, shopping, educational, and 
health facilities, the greatest proportion of their 
discretionary time is spent in and around their 
homes. The home and block are the centers of daily 
living from which people venture out into the 
extended community (p. 189)." 
These research findings demonstrate then that neighbourhood 
satisfaction is rooted in the context of the immediate 
physical and social environment. 

In regards to neighbourhood satisfaction, studies of 
individual neighbourhoods and communities (Hendricks, 1967; 
Marans and Rodgers, 1975; Lansing et al., 1970; Zehner, 
1977; Campbell et al., 1976; Burby and Weiss, 1976) 


disclosed a list of neighbourhood attributes that are 
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strongly associated with overall neighbourhood satisfaction. 
These neighbourhood attributes consisted of safety of the 
neighbourhood, physical maintenance of the neighbourhood, 
level of privacy, friendliness of neighbours, quietness, 
convenience, and perceived similarity by the respondent 
between himself and the other residents of the 
neighbourhood. Taken together, these studies generate a 
multi-dimensional index of neighbourhood attributes, a 
strong predictor of neighbourhoods that were a very good 
place in which to live. In addition these neighbourhood 
attributes did not lose their effect when the respondents’ 
social characteristics were introduced as control variables 
(Campbell, et al., 1976; Marans and Rodgers, 1975). 

These studies for the most part do not investigate what 
"conditions" create the opportunity for neighbourhood 
satisfaction. Their results do show, however, that 
neighbourhood satisfaction has many dimensions or attributes 
that need to be taken into account if one is to properly 


evaluate or predict neighbourhood satisfaction. 
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2. Predictors of Neighbourhood Satisfaction 


a) Neighbourhood Interaction 


Previous research has placed particular emphasis on the 
importance of compatibility of neighbours for the prediction 
of neighbourhood satisfaction. Gans (1961), however, argues 
that the planner has only limited influence over social 
relationships. As he states: 

“Although the site planner can create the 
propinquity he can only determine which houses are 
adjacent. He can thus affect visual contact and 
initial social contacts among their occupants, but 
he cannot determine the intensity or quality of the 
relationship. This depends on the characteristics of 
the people involved (P. 139)." 
This contradicts Whyte (1957), who concluded that where one 
lived on a residential block has the power to determine the 
nature of intensity of people’s social lives. 

A number of studies have demonstrated that design 
factors can actually independently influence neighbour ing 
activity. Hendricks et al., (1967) suggest that lower 
dweiling-unit density, and hence less propinquity, is 
significantly associated with neighbourhood interaction. He 
found that both interaction with neighbours and perception 
of neighbours as friendly tend to be enhanced when privacy 


from neighbours is adequate. In addition, Lansing (1970) 


found that single family neighbourhood residents are more 


a | ' *) ‘ Ae _ 7 . : ‘ : ‘ 7 @ ; 7 Te ai ex 


al 


ert gh -: che at 


ee 4 i Oy) arp Cee et vA ne pien 
oe ieee : ment ‘5 at of ( | “a et a ry if ¥ it ‘ in i-@ “eR oe St igi 
a | om | | - : a hn i a MOL Gi 
fao%3 ¥ WO Bonet)! Tees gery Re mA x09 ead , bruce | 
1 _o" wal ‘s an | 7 ae 
mek? 


wort at Reto. ABS 
mal Hott tent ae GENT copra 28 
erg dees Bad ah, Mo IO: my 
} ue ti ap Sabie” As bart hy 
" pep yy it #5 as ii, iM) | bh j 

‘i ai oN \ 
toon ae net oe Tere ar ne 
,, | iv \ ht oa Ae Mg hee a ii, 


ron v) i i 


aid ‘atetw ie) Badal pag oy 


a sd deaupee 2: 
1 rs a } eed 4 } sig i ' 
i A . ; 


a 


= ah 
a rer do tien: es bg ere 
Hewes, oie sf ji a6ar) ) 
: cl | t -socati bre re) tf 


ray in) pial 


= 


: oH osteo i peony Ai ti sare raag 
ad needti 08: ene 


a4 = aes) - ibonint aaa fa 


yoreeet at in ‘han mo ia 


; . ., 
Me 7 
7 Z vy s PT a) F ' 1 
; i i tay in , ; q 4 j ‘ _ 
i) ae eo) ; a ; , s) 
. Pa ee a ey | ae note Als , Per) id: ms 


likely to Know all of their half-dozen closest neighbours by 
name than townhouse residents. 

Lansing (1970) suggests that the need for anonymity in 
denser neighbourhoods reflects a desire for insulation from 
one’s neighbours which, because of propinquity of the 
neighbours one does Know, can be maintained only 
imperfectly. In other words, physical proximity often 
compels a person to create social distance in order to 
retain a minimum of privacy. Particularly in the densest 
neighbourhoods (greater than or equal to 4.5 dwelling-units 
per acre), only 8% of the residents knew all the adults in 
the "half dozen families" living nearest to them by name, 
compared to almost two-thirds of the residents in the least 
dense neighbourhoods (less than 4.5 dwelling-units per 
acre}. Amount of interaction with neighbours was not as 
affected by density as by number of neighbours Known. 

In this regard, Lansing (1970), also found that 
individuals living in single-family-units in cul-de-sacs 
Knew more neighbours by name than in linear arrangements, 
and had a greater amount of social interaction. Once again 
the location of townhouses (linear or enclosed) made little 
difference on number of neighbours Known. 

One explanation of Lansing’s findings is that 
neighbouring patterns over small distances require less 
homogeneity, as measured by age of friends, occupation of 
head of household, and income (Anthanasiou and Yoshioka, 


1973). Mere exposure to close neighbours could generate, 
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over time, a more positive attitude and allow friendship 
patterns to form based on propinquity. 

A corollary of this hypothesis follows the lines of 
Zajonc’s theory (1968) of attitudinal effects of mere 
exposure. Propinquitous relationships involving continued 
visual and social interaction may serve to increase the 
intensity of friendship and reduce the number of mere 
acqaintances. 

Furthermore, Lansing et al., (1970) contends that 
attitudinal factors concerning the neighbourhood--such as 
quietness, safety, and so forth--are most salient in 
defining neighbours as both friendly and similar. In other 
words, the more positively the neighbourhood is evaluated, 
the more likely that neighbourhood interaction will occur 
and the more likely one sees his neighbours as being 
similar. This, in turn, predicted neighbourhood 
satisfaction. 

In regards to the relationship between neighbourhood 
interaction and traffic flow, Appleyard and Linteil (1972), 
found that the ability to establish casual acquaintanceships 
with neighbours in the street was affected by the amount of 
traffic flow through the neighbourhood. Neighbourhoods with 
heavy traffic flow led to a decreased conception of 
secondary territory or "turf" around the dwelling-unit, 
which would deter social interaction; conversely, 
neighbourhoods of light traffic flow had greater secondary 


territory which included the sidewalk, allowing neighbour ing 
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From the research cited on neighbourhood interaction, 
it appears probable that neighbourhood satisfaction will 
increase as neighbourhood interaction increases, which in 
turn is affected by the evaluation of neighbourhood 
attributes where the residents live. 

We can therefore propose, that: 

Hypothesis 1: Levels of neighbourhood satisfaction will 
be directly related to the amount of interaction found 


within the neighbourhood. 


b) Density 


The city has been traditionally defined as a high 
density settlement. It is the high density aspect of city 
life that seems to be regarded as the cause of social 
pathology (c.f. Wirth, 1938; Simmel, 1950; Milgram, 1970). 

While there is no widely accepted definition of what is 
an overcrowded neighbourhood, there are a number of density 
measures that may capture the degree to which people are or 
are not separated from other people. The approach of this 
thesis is not really to determine what should be considered 
a crowded neighbourhood. Rather, it examines whether higher 
densities are associated with shifts in neighbourhood 


satisfaction. 
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The concept of density has a number of referents that 
may be related to neighbourhood satisfaction. These 
referents relate to the conditions within the residential 
unit or external to the unit. Each one involves different 
physical dimensions and the separation of people (Michelson, 
1970; Gillis, 1975). We assume that the degree to which 
people are separated is related to crowding, which in turn 
can generate an excess of social demands on neighbourhood 
residents. Crowding, is a situation that is characterized by 
the inevitability of control between persons to control the 
presence of others (Hughes and Galle, 1979). A crowded 
household or neighbourhood could upset the residents daily 
activities for their privacy may be intruded upon. It 
follows that the way in which people are separated within a 
particular neighbourhood or dwelling unit could lead to 
stimulus overload (Milligram, 1970) and preclude the 
achievement of neighbourhood satisfaction. 

Because of the strong association between neighbourhood 
satisfaction and dwelling-unit satisfaction one objective 
measure of density that concerns the spatial dimensions of 
the dwelling-unit and the separation of the members of one 
household will be tested. This measure, internal density, 
refers to the number of persons per room within a 
dwelling-unit. | 

In regards to internal density, Zehner (1977), found 
that complete satisfaction increased from 18% of the 


respondents living in homes with less than one room per 
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person to 59% for those living in units with three or more 
rooms per person, regardless of house type and ownership 
status. More specifically in relation to neighbourhood 
satisfaction, amount of household space was found to be one 
of the strongest determinants of neighbourhood satisfaction 
(Zehner, 1977) and also as a reason for moving from the 
neighbourhood (Rossi, 1955; Burby, 1976). Hughes and Galle 
(1979) found that lack of privacy was positively related to 
increasing levels of internal density, and that people per 
room was a good objective measure of crowding. 

Since we are interested in considering the relationship 
between density and neighbourhood concerns, our primary 
interest will be to investigate density measures that relate 
to the physical neighbourhood and the separation of the 
residents of one building from the residents of other 
buildings, and the separation of individuals or households 
from each other when they are outside their dwellings. This 
measure of density is called external density (Michelson, 
1970). It refers to how many people live in a certain amount 
of residential area, i.e., a population density measure 
external to the unit. 

Baldassare (1979) found that neighbourhoods where the 
external density was greater than or equal to 25 persons per 
residential acre resulted in upkeep being less favourable 
even when accounting for the social structural 
characteristics of the residents. He also found 


neighbourhood noise increased, and perceived safety of the 
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residents decreased as external density increased, and 
remained strong after social structural controls were 
introduced. 

Much of the research on residential environments has 
focused on the relationship between building density 
measures and neighbourhood satisfaction. Building density is 
seen as an objective measure of the reality of 
multiple-family living, the buildings per amount of 
residential area external to the unit. The buildings 
represent different arrangements of space with different 
designs, which vary as to the relative degree of separation 
of one household from other households. 

Studies of different neighbourhood building densities 
by Lansing et al., 1970, show little systematic effect as to 
overall neighbourhood satisfaction with number of 
dwelling-units per acre. Only residents living in the least 
dense areas, under 2.50 dwelling-units per acre rated their 
neighbourhood noticeably higher, while, it was noticeably 
lower for those in the most dense neighbourhoods, greater 
than 12.5 dwelling-units per acre. 

In regards to neighbouring, Tallman and Morgner (1970) 
pointed out that a higher ratio of single to multiple family 
units, amount of shared common space, and relative isolation 
in the suburbs may promote more home and family centered 
activity. Yancey (1971) would agree. He found little 
neighbouring in family apartments; the informal social 


network that provides a modicum of child protection and 
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control lacks suitable semi-public space, such as front 
lawns, sidewalks and driveways in which neighbourhood 
interaction may develop. 

Moreover Lansing et al. (1970) and Burby (1976) found 
that different factors were related to neighbourhood 
satisfaction at different density levels. In high density 
areas (those greater than or equal to 4.5 dwelling-units per 
acre), the adequacy of outdoor space for family activities 
became important. In low density areas (less than 4.5 
dwelling-units per acre), the adequacy of investment value 
of the home became more important. An implication of this 
research is that, at higher density, the presence of 
external privacy or at least semi-private space may 
encourage neighbouring and/or neighbourhood satisfaction. 

These studies show that the need for adequate outdoor 
space--either private or semi-public--is necessary for 
neighbourhood satisfaction at least at higher density 
levels. These studies give support to the assumption that 
neighbourhood satisfaction can be affected by the spatial 
organization of the neighbourhood for those in higher 
density neighbourhoods. A higher success rate for 
neighbourhood satisfaction is more likely apparently where 
the physical environment creates the opportunity for the 
provision of semi-private outdoor space, which is related to 
the way in which people are separated in space, and affects 
how successfully residents can cope with the neighbourhood 


environment. 
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From the research cited, it appears that building 
density, which captures to some extent the physical 
residential structure of the neighbourhood, does play a role 
in affecting neighbourhood attitudes. 

We can therefore propose, that: 

Hypothesis 2: Neighbourhood satisfaction will be 
inversely related to the level of building density found 


within a neighbourhood. 
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c) Conformity with the Neighbourhood Unit Concept 


It is quite possible that the street pattern along with 
other physical elements that make up the neighbourhood may 
create the opportunity for neighbourhood satisfaction. | 
There are two basic neighbourhood design types, the 
conventional grid system and the neighbourhood unit concept. 
Both have been empirically investigated as to their relative 
ability to provide the opportunity for neighbourhood 
satisfaction. 

The neighbourhood unit concept, first described by 
Clarence Perry, (1929,1939) has dominated planning ideology 
in North America Since its inception. This concept employs a 
physical planning technique for integrating a neighbourhood 
as a self-contained and socially homogeneous unit. In the 
ideal unit, schools, churches, libraries, a community 
center, and other facilities and social services are located 
near the center of each unit. Access to facilities is made 
easier through the provision of an internal path system. The 
neighbourhood unit concept also requires the preservation of 
a considerable amount of land for neighbourhood parks and 
playgrounds. In order to increase safety, through traffic 
does not pass through residential neighbourhoods. Instead, 
main arteries are located on the boundaries of the 
neighbourhood. Interior street patterns are designed and 


‘Physical element(s) refers to physical characteristics of a 
given neighbourhood, their type and number of elements and 
their mode of combination that form a neighbourhood design. 
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constructed through the use of cul-de-sacs, curved layout 
and light-duty surfacing so as to encourage a quiet, safe, 
low-volume traffic movement and preservation of the 
residential atmosphere. 

On the whole, it was hoped that the formulation of the 
neighbourhood unit concept would produce a more rewarding 
life: first, because the neighbourhood unit concept was 
expected to awaken citizen involvement in local communities 
and reinstate the neighbourhood as the center of political 
reform on civic matters, and second, because the 
neighbourhood unit concept would foster the return of the 
neighbourhood as a primary group or informal institution of 
socia lcontéo Pf. 

The expectation that the neighbourhood unit concept 
would produce a life-style of "localism" as envisioned by 
Perry appears to have been both naive and overly optimistic 
(Wirth, 1938; Webber, 1963; Zehner, 1977). However, other 
aspects of the neighbourhood unit concept--in particular, 
quality of life in new community neighbourhood units, as 
compared to that in more conventional neighbourhoods - -have 
been investigated. ' 

Zehner (1971, 1977) focusing on questions of 


‘The new communities are based on a design whose planning 
characteristics are similar to Perry’ s neighbourhood unit 
concept. These communities had pedestrian and vehicular 
traffic separated, clusters of homogeneous housing types 
surrounded by open space, and so forth. Conversely, 
conventional communities are typically less planned, with 
fewer innovative planning characteristics, less facilities, 
and services. Both sets of communities studied had similar 
characteristics in relation to housing age, cost, and type. 


: ; DN j oy 
” (Ory ey ‘sw 
~ bi ic if 4 C, 
| at ii } cw es o6e 7 “ oy ; 
i fv eS sl. Me a) 
“y+ na , 0 S02 Oe AL ie Ne OT eb! 92) bat i 
i a ; we ha ey i] BA 
ae ie Ae ay ee saan Baty" Oa Seth spi e 
"i r : vies a ‘ ! i uh) \ : ‘ 
’ i i ; aa i 7 far’ 
reat ua ) he Bi " 
ae bY mi Ni ae mite 
4: to neipehuanie’: oo. Tae pean ammmee aoe : 
. ey ee Ne ne aes! 
. oh | ' ) : oat | | 30 a | P Bi id Ws i A: ahh ; a cage 
Es a mua 7 o " 
FS i pad | fia ‘ay Loma ae) " onibged 
a r ~~ <b fi r | - 
4 ( f eed 4 \/ rh } ed i : pa wi 
i ' ¥ e ii ia 
wy ia Pah he Ay A rp Sept ee bial rey sep 5, is ati 
4 A 7 i 
he wh eee eles 
Lv er Ay o ids a oF a ae Pah " 
{ i if ‘ ‘4 My ‘ | Be ys ‘ ‘ \ Ml 4 My + i </ ' hue J i id ie : 
ty 5 ‘ oy y : f af Cie 
rs : B1) a ‘2 on aa 
7 , poe A a - ate y fee 
met utd tans uPA) 19 Tee be: wie some si "hi 5 ole sci haa 
HGET Wa . i ME tir kai) o 
Ps ys ill P 2 : i pon ) 
Pry ea ce 
4} it yA pase ‘t y 
‘ Lay 
PWS ab 1 P0i pete Cine Paes, : 
y - al! : f 
‘4 | . ; ¥ ; hae rr) 7 ay Ae ii th yy a ee 
) ri - F Yio ; ay . j i i 
‘ hte ie 4 : ae ! | 14 #f, i, fo é cor " a 0] wal y 
¢ vt Sestneds ! "OS 58 veut fe Se a: 
~ 5 } ! ¢ pes 
: 
v nj Ps a a ¢ Sy ee 
atuor hy. nina, Aes, 
ey ; ewpinh a ' " 
a6 Sey EM. Oc vues Wy 
rida aes n +. ; my ve tas : 
: ie at 4 4 é p; « . 
ever ekoons ie ie 5 vet era? 
1s 
{ j ie fi, | 
i , " 
Aa sal i ¥\ 
r; Aas “te #06 tea i no 


F vi in t ; my fo 
ae AL es ee ae eT, we wer 
oe ard Wy , nt 7 
\ ; es = 
; at 


mr cai 


“orbits ey’ ‘Bandy hip: 


; if, Bite ae 
{: 
. os) 


neighbour hood satisfaction, found support for Perry’s 
neighbourhood concept. Zehner found that satisfaction was 
Significantly higher, (if only 4 or 5 percentage points), 
for new community residents than for residents of 
conventional communities. He found that neighbourhood unit 
residents were more likely to rate their neighbourhood as 
"excellent", to recommend it as a particularly “good place 
to live", and to think that it would be a "better place to 
live" in the future. 

Focusing on the relative importance of neighbourhood 
attributes that predict neighbourhood satisfaction, Zehner 
(1977) found that physical maintenance of the neighbourhood 
was the single most important predictor of neighbourhood 
satisfaction regardless of neighbourhood type. This finding 
parallels that of other researchers (Hendricks, 1967; 
Lansing, 1970; Marans and Rodgers, 1975; Campbell et al., 
1976) and serves to emphasize the likelihood that the 
planner-developer will be able to significantly increase the 
resident’s level of neighbourhood satisfaction if he is able 
to design residential areas for ease of maintenance. 

Zehner (1977) isolated other neighbourhood attributes 
that are significantly related to neighbourhood satisfaction 
independent of neighbourhood type or house types. He found 
that the following neighbourhood attributes, in decreasing 
order of importance, were significant predictors of 
neighbourhood satisfaction: convenience of the 


neighbourhood, sufficiency of privacy, perception of one’s 
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neighbours as friendly, safety of the neighbourhood , 
perceived similarity between oneself and one’s neighbours, 
perceived crowdedness of the neighbourhood, and quietness of 
the neighbourhood. Other concerns of the community included 
the issue of police protection and safety from crime. These 
findings parallel that of earlier research undertaken by 
Lansing et al. (1970), Marans and Rodgers (1975), and 
Campbell (1976). 

Among different community factors that conceptualize 
the important predictors of neighbourhood satisfaction, 
Burby and Weiss (1976) found none that were significantly 
different when he compared conventional communities with new 
communities. Zehner (1977) found that new communities were 
given higher ratings in regards to neighbourhood convenience 
and maintenance. These results account for the small margin 
of difference between conventional and new communities in 
regards to overall neighbourhood satisfaction. 

In a study done in Holland, Jaanus and Niewenhuizse 
(1978) were able to determine, using a factor analytic 
technique, an appraisal factor that was strongly correlated 
to a respondent's willingness to live in a given residential 
area. This research investigated a more careful delineation 
of neighbourhood residential "conditions" that need to be 
achieved to create the opportunity for neighbourhood 
satisfaction. In particular, this study determined what 
types of privacy are necessary for achieving neighbourhood 


satisfaction. These findings provide information as to where 
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different types of territory and their boundaries need to be 
achieved for neighbourhood satisfaction as a whole. For 
instance, ali forms of privacy are presented in this 
dimension; the study investigated visual privacy (Do you 
think privacy would be invaded by neighbours and 
passers-by?), auditory privacy (Do you think one’s 
neighbours will be a source of noise annoyance in this 
area?), territorial privacy (Do you think this area provides 
enough private space around the house?). Other aspects of 
the appraisal factor pertain to the structure of the area: 
degree of crowdedness (What do you think of the spatial 
design of this area?), privacy from traffic (Would you 
expect much nuisance value from traffic on the street?), and 
four factors related to quality of the dwelling (age of 
area, house’s level of construction, house quality in area, 
and value of houses in the area). 

The correlation between the appraisal factor and 
willingness to live in a given residential area was 0.90. In 
a comparable study, Zehner (1977) was able to explain 56% of 
the variance in the prediction of neighbourhood satisfaction 
with only eight neighbourhood attributes (described on page 
five). Other research that relates design elements to 
aspects of privacy include Appleyard and Linteil (1972), and 
Lansing (1970). 

Regarding traffic activity in a neighbourhood, 
Appleyard and Linteil (1972) found that, as the traffic-flow 


through a neighbourhood increased from an average of 125 000 
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vehicles over twenty-four hours to 15,750 vehicles, little 
or no sidewalk activity occurred except as a means for 
moving between the sanctuary of the individual home and the 
outside world. Moreover, one’s conception of primary 
territory, which extended into the street for those living 
in light traffic flow areas, dropped to the confines of the 
dwelling-unit for those living in the heavy traffic areas. 
A comparison between specific road design 
characteristics of neighbourhood units and conventional 
neighbourhoods and overall neighbourhood satisfaction was 
done by Lansing in 1970. Working with aerial photographs and 
plat maps of communities, he distinguished five types of 
single-family and townhouse neighbourhoods. In single-family 
areas, neighbourhoods located at the end of cul-de-sacs or 
dead-end roads were coded as having a "cul-de-sac" site 
arrangement. Other single family neighbourhoods, like those 
on both sides of a through street, were coded as having a 
"linear" arrangement. In townhouse areas, neighbourhoods 
that inciuded only one building, often facing on a 
throughfare, were coded as "single structure, linear’. 
Townhouse neighbourhoods consisting of more than one 
building whose entrances faced on a common area not open to 
public through traffic were coded as "multiple structure, 
enclosed". The final townhouse neighbourhood is the 
"multiple structure, open". This is where two or more 
propinquitous buildings in the neighbourhood have entrances 


opening into different public spaces or streets, rather than 
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onto a common "enclosed" area. 

His results indicated that the single-family 
cul-de-sac, where there is less traffic, rated the most 
quiet type of residential setting, with the least quiet and 
most lacking in privacy, being the single structure, linear 
townhouse. In addition to these research finding, Burby and 
Weiss (1976) support the notion that the cul-de-sac setting 
is an important correlate of residential satisfaction. 
Further findings by Lansing (1970) are that, hearing one’s 
neighbours is a more frequent consequence of townhouse 
living, with the site plan having little or no effect on 
frequency of hearing neighbours. 

Lansing (1970) found all townhouse residents, with the 
exception of the single-structure linear design, felt that 
they had as much privacy in their yards from neighbours as 
residents in single-family-units. The one exception may be 
due to the fact that the linear site plan townhouse usually 
faced onto a public street. 

Cul-de-sac neighbourhoods, where there is less traffic, 
allow for the use of streets for play area. Such streets are 
more favourably rated as play areas than are streets in 
linear-design neighbourhoods. 

Zehner (1977), Burby and Weiss (1976), and Jaanus et 
al), (4978) found that the provision of.a range of 
neighbourhood facilities did not increase residential 
satisfaction. If anything, neighbourhood satisfaction was 


reduced if the concentration of facilities in an area was so 
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great as to lead to increased vehicular activity. However, 
the research of Zehner (1977) and Burby and Weiss (1977) 
showed that convenient access to recreational facilities 
increased neighbourhood satisfaction. 

Although Perry did not plan his neighbourhood 
principles to incorporate different types of 
territory--primary, secondary, and public--Lansing, 
Appleyard and Linteil found that the physical elements that 
parallel the interior street design of the neighbourhood 
unit concept were found to have a significantly higher level 
of neighbourhood satisfaction than linear structure 
neighbourhoods. This means two things: First, it seems 
appropriate to conclude that the man-built environment plays 
a role in affecting neighbourhood attitudes. It has been 
shown that the physical elements of a given neighbourhood 
can severely limit the opportunity for neighbourhood 
satisfaction, if its elements adversely affect the 
separation of people from other people, and social 
activities outside his dwelling-unit. 

These physical elements must be conceptualized as being 
socially relevant. The neighbourhood design affects the 
social organization of the neighbourhood with respect to its 
privacy and general physical upkeep. If the ‘order of 
neighbourhood elements" leads to the loss of privacy and 
upkeep, this should be viewed not only as a disturbance but 


as a source of constraints that directly affect a person’s 


attitude. 
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Neighbourhood satisfaction also depends on the nature 
and number of physical elements, as well as their combined 
effects on individual neighbourhoods. These structural 
features and their arrangement are requisites for the way in 
which the social organization of the neighbourhood is 
jepedated: The specific physical environment--its elements 
and their arrangement--represents a system that varies from 
neighbourhood to neighbourhood in its ability to provide the 
opportunity for neighbourhood satisfaction. The way in which 
people respond to the arrangement of their residential 
environment will therefore affect neighbourhood 
satisfaction. 

Secondly, neighbourhoods that incorporate at least to 
some degree some of the physical elements of the 
neighbourhood unit concept will create the opportunity for 
neighbourhood satisfaction as a whole. 

Generally speaking, the fact that Zehner and others 
found that planned neighbourhoods based on the neighbourhood 
unit concept were found to have a significantly higher level 
of satisfaction than their counter-part conventional 
neighbourhood adds credence to this conclusion. 

We can therefore propose that: 

Hypothesis 3: Neighbourhood satisfaction will be 
directly related to the degree of conformity with the 


neighbourhood unit concept. 
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d) Social Structural Characteristics 


The fact that one jives in an area and shares 
experiences with other neighbourhood residents means that 
the underlying social structural characteristics of the 
neighbourhood may be more strongly related to neighbourhood 
satisfaction than individual level measures. The social 
structure of the neighourhood may affect individuals so as 
to generate differences in attitudes above and beyond those 
differences created by personal traits. This helps to 
explain why individual socio-demographic factors are not 
found to be as strongly related to neighbourhood 
satisfaction as are specific neighbourhood attributes 
(Hendricks, 1967; Zehner, 1977; Burby and Weiss, 1976; 
Campbell, Converse, and Rodgers, 1976; Marans and Rodgers, 
1975). Overall the strength of the relationship between 
personal characteristics and neighbourhood satisfaction has 
been found to be slight, with the strongest correlation 
being 0.24 between life-cycle-stage and neighbourhood 
satisfaction (Campbell et al., 1976). Altogether the six 
personal characterisitics used in their analysis 
(life-cycle-stage, race, length of residence in the area, 
income, education, and job status) explained only 8% of the 
variance in neighbourhood satisfaction. 

The specific introduction of socio-demographic factors 
as contextual variables suggests that the social context of 


the neighbourhood could substantially affect the social 
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organization of the area by the way in which different 
groups of residents define and use their home block. The 
social structure of the neighbourhood can, therefore, affect 
the degree of social integration of the neighbourhood. 

One measure of integration that has been extensively 
investigated is mobility. It was assumed that neighbourhoods 
whose residents are stable are likely to be characterized by 
a high level of social integration. Mobile neighbourhoods 
with their continuous turnover of residents are 
characterized by anonymity, which in turn create the 
opportunity for deviant behaviour and so on (Boussard, 1935; 
Park and Burgess, 1925; et al.). 

Many of these studies suffered from the problem of the 
ecological fallacy. They have incorrectly generalized their 
findings to the level of individual behaviour. For example, 
studies dealing with residential mobility have reported that 
mobile areas have a larger proportion of childless couples 
and single persons (Park and Burgess, 1925). But, it was 
shown by Rossi (1955) that all household types within mobile 
areas are highly mobile, and that mobility was a 
characteristic of the area itself rather than a function of 
the composition of the households found there. Even so, the 
use of neighbourhood or areal measures of any kind is still 
highly interpretable and meaningful for social research 
(Menzel, 1950; Blalock, 1961). 

Mobility is a fairly visible social phenomenon and the 


direct perception of mobility as a neighbourhood quality may 
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change the attitudes of other members of the neighbourhood 
in the immediate area. 

A second measure of integration is ownership. Without 
exception previous residential studies have shown that 
renters are considerably more mobile and less committed to 
their neighbourhoods than owners (Zehner, 1977; Burby and 
Weiss, 1976; Rossi, 1955; Campbell et. al., 1976). 
Furthermore, a comparison of "renter" and "owner" households 
showed that friendliness of neighbours, safety, and degree 
to which neighbours were like the respondents were 
significantly higher for those who own their dwelling. 
Clearly, people in neighbourhoods typified by home ownership 
are likely to feel more comfortable about their neighbours 
than people in less settled accommodations (Michelson, 1970; 
Rossi, 1955). 

Stage in the life cycle is a strong determinant of the 
social needs of a household (Rossi, 1955), and therefore 
people will select neighbourhoods that can accommodate these 
needs. More specifically, it has been found that young 
married couple with a number of unmarried children at home 
are more dependent on the immediate external environment and 
household space than an older couple with no children at 
home (Martin, 1956; Rossi, 1955). Moreover, younger couples 
with children represent the stage in the life cycle where 
the greatest amount of change in housing needs occur, and 
because of this, these families are more inclined to move 


more often than any other stage in the life cycle (Rossi, 
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1955; Marans and Rodgers, 1975). 

Our final socio-demographic variables are level of 
education and level of income. These variables have as their 
conceptual referent the life-style and social class of the 
residents in each neighbourhood. Since education is a 
process that inevitably affects taste, standards of 
judgement, and the like, it may affect where residents 
prefer to live. These life-style variables could affect the 
way in which the residents evaluate their neighbours (Fried, 
1961; Gans, 1961); this could affect neighbourhood 
satisfaction. 

We can therefore propose that: 

Hypothesis 4: Neighbourhood satisfaction differences 
between different residential environments are accounted for 
by the underlying social structural characteristics of each 


neighbourhood. 


e) Housing Satisfaction 


Neighbourhood satisfaction is also related to 
satisfaction with housing. This suggests that the 
dwelling-unit is situated in the context of the 
neighbourhood. Neighbourhood and housing can be thought of 
as being "nested" in the same environmental realm (Campbell, 


1976) and therefore, there should be a substantial 
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relationship between satisfaction levels for each. It has 
been established, (Campbell, et al., 1976), for example, 
that some features of the residential situation such as 
outside private space might well raise people’s sense of 
satisfaction not only with their particular house but also 
with their neighbourhood. 

It is also evident that the residential dwelling like 
the immediate neighbourhood, typically represents the area 
in which residents have day-to-day experiences (Burby and 
Weiss, 1976). Their impressions of the dwelling-unit could, 
therefore, influence their overall satisfaction with the 
neighbourhood. 

On the basis of simple correlation analysis, Zehner 
(1977) found that overall housing satisfaction was 
correlated with the availability of private outdoor space, 
and measures of privacy in the immediate neighbourhood and 
so on. Burby and Weiss (1976) support this conclusion. They 
found that dwelling-unit satisfaction was one of the main 
determinants of satisfaction with the neighbourhood; 
conversely, moving away from one’s neighbourhood was 
predicted by the level of dissatisfaction with one’s 
dwelling-unit and neighbourhood (Zehner, 1977; Burby and 
Weiss, 1976; Rossi, 1955). 

We therefore propose tnat: 

Hypothesis 5: Neighbourhood satisfaction will be 
directly related to the level of housing satisfaction in 


the neighbourhood. 
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CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH DESIGN 


A. The Sample 


In view of the nature of our research interests, the 
most appropriate research design for this study is the 
non-experimental design. The literature on user studies and 
the study of neighbourhood and dwelling-unit satisfaction 
stress the use of social surveys to gather information on 
the subjective Btates of residents in evaluating perceived 
"quality of life" (Zehner, 1977; Marans and Rodgers, 1975). 
Available resources and adequate facilites made this 
approach feasible. 

The data used in this thesis were collected in an 
amalgam study conducted by the Population Research 
Laboratory (P.R.L.), University of Alberta in March and 
April, 1977. The sample was selected from the total 
population of Edmonton, Alberta; the data collected 
represented the first year of a series of collections by the 
P.R.L. which are Known as the Edmonton Area Studies. 

The design for the E.A.S. sample was carefully 
undertaken. The unit of analysis for the selection of the 
sample was the individual household with a telephone 
registered in the current Street Address Directory. It was 


determined that this directory provided the most complete 
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and current source of information since less than 10% of the 
households were missing from this listing. 

In a family nousehoid, either a husband or wife was 
eligible for interviewing while in a non-family household, 
any member who was over 18 years of age was eligible. In the 
first 33% of the interviews the male was the respondent; 
thereafter either the male or female of the household was 
interviewed. This procedure ensured that an equal number of 
male and female respondents were interviewed. 

Given an anticipated completion rate of 80%, (320 
interviews), this necessitated that the original sample of 
four hundred had to be identifed for a sampling fraction of 
three in a thousand households. A multi-stage cluster design 
with stratification, probability proportional to size, and 
equal probability of selection of each household was used. 
The procedural rational was as follows: 

1. All 1971 enumeration areas (E.A’s) were identified and 
all nonresidential E.A.’s were excluded. These E.A.’s were 
then stratified by deciles according to average family 
income. In other words, the first stratum was identifed so 
as to contain 10% of the E.A.’s with the lowest average 
family income, and so on. An additional stratum of “new’" 
E.A.’s was also selected. One-tenth of the E.A.’s in each 
stratum were then randomly selected with the probability 
proportional to size, that is, an E.A. with twice the number 
of households of another E.A. was given twice the chance of 


being selected. This sampling method led to a cluster of 
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E.A.’s within each stratum that were widely scattered 
throughout the Edmonton area. 

2. The number of interviews assigned each stratum was 
determined according to the proportion of the population in 
that stratum. If a stratum contained 9% of the households 
then it was assigned 9% or 36 of the 400 interviews. The 
households to be interviewed were divided equally among the 
clusters chosen to represent the stratum. If the cluster 
contained 6 E.A.’s then each E.A. was assigned 36 divided by 
6 or 6 interviews. The households to be interviewed from 
each E.A. were chosen systematically from the July 1976 
Edmonton Street Address Numerical Directory by taking a 
random start and selecting every jth household where j is 
the total number of households in the E.A. divided by the 
number of households selected. 

By using a multi-stage cluster design with 
stratification over the total population of Edmonton it is 
possible to collect a sample that is homogeneous with 
respect to strata, (determined by income). This design, 
however, leads to clusters of E.A.’s within each stratum 
that are widely scattered throughout the Edmonton area. This 
procedure allows detailed study of a variety of physical 
elements and links them to attitudinal responses of the 
residents. These physical elements are emphasized in this 
research because they are fundamental to neighbourhood 
planning and will likely continue to be important. 


Fifteen interviewers were hired and given extensive 
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training. The training session for interviewing was held 
early in February of 1977. The interviewers were briefed as 
to the nature of the study and its objectives. Following 
this, they were shown a video tape of a simulated interview 
session. 

During the afternoon the group was divided into smaller 
groups in which each interviewer had the opportunity to do 
an interview with other group members. After each practice 
interview the interviewer was given feedback on his 
performance by the other members in the group. 

Finally, the interviewers were given the names of 
respondents who had received introductory letters in advance 
of the first interviews. This letter explained to the 
respondent the nature of the study, that he or she was under 
no obligation to participate in the survey, and that al] 
results were confidential. The interviewers reported that 
they felt this letter enhanced the response rate which 
included 341 (85.25%) completed interviews out of a total 


sample of 400. 
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B. Measures 


1. Dependent Variable 


Neighbourhood Satisfaction 


The concept neighbourhood was operationally defined in 
the questionnaire by the following: "Now I have some 
questions about this immediate neighbourhood, that is the 
ten or fifteen homes nearest to yours/or the apartments in 


this building and the area around this building.” Taken as a 
whole, the studies by Zehner (1977) et. al., outlined in the 
second chapter indicate that there are a number of specific 
neighbourhood attributes that are strongly associated with 
neighbourhood satisfaction. These attributes include the 
safety of the neighbourhood, level of privacy, quietness, 
convenience, physical maintenance of the neighbourhood, 
friendliness of the neighbours, and perceived similarity by 
the respondent between himself and the other residents of 
the neighbourhood. 

To try to capture the multi-dimensional nature of 


satisfaction, we constructed a satisfaction scale that 


operationally defines neighbourhood satisfaction. The items 
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used to measure this variable that relate as nearly as 

possible, based upon face validity, to these findings are 

from question 23, 26, and 40.' The criteria used to answer 
these questions was: "To what extent are any of the 
following problems in this neighbourhood?" The items were: 

1. noisy neighbours (coded, 1t=major problem, 2=minor 
problem, 3=not a problem) ; 

2. vandalism (coded, 1=major problem, 2=minor problem, 
3=not a problem); 

3. traffic (coded, 1=major problem, 2=minor problem, 3=not 
a problem); 

4. safety satisfaction (coded as a Likert scale from 1 to 
7, with 1 equal to very dissatisfied, and 7 equal to 
very satisfied). 

The final question used to construct the scale is question 

40. The item is: relations between public and police (coded 

as a Likert scale from 1 to 5, with 1 equal to very good and 

5 equal to not good at all). 

These five items were recoded, given equal weighting, 
and combined as a measure of neighbourhood satisfaction. To 
maintain the units of item four (safety satisfaction) in 
order to make the dependent variable easier to interpret, 
all five items were foea test oodancieed: Then, the variance 
from both the index (items 1,2,3 and 5 above) and item four 
were added together. The standardized items of the index and 


item four were then added together. Finally the standard 


‘Appendix one contains the household survey used to collect 
the data for this thesis. 
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deviation of item four was multiplied by the standardized 
total of all five items combined. In this way, the metric of 
item four is the basis of the scale of neighbourhood 
satisfaction. Neighbourhood satisfaction has values which 
range from 2 to 7, with the highest score the greatest level 
of neighbourhood satistaction. The reliability of the 
measure, based on Cronbach's (1951) alpha, a measure of 
internal consistency is .3825. The reliability of this item 
is not high.’ Because of this we expect correlations between 
this scale and other variables to be attenuated, since the 
general effect of low reliabilities is the attenuation of 
correlations (Bohrnstedt, 1970). 

On the other hand, the computation of a multi-item 
scale of five items will have less measurement error than if 
only one item were used as an indicator of neighbourhood 
satisfaction (Nunnally, 1967). The reduction in measurement 
error) is crucial af our concepts are to be valid. fo 
illustrate this empirically, a canonical correlation 


analysis was run between two different dependent variables, 


‘As is often the case, secondary analysis of the data set 
leaves something to be desired. The five scale items used in 
the construction of neighbourhood satisfaction do not 
adequately capture the domain of the concept. Although the 
scale was constructed only after the literature was reviewed 
to determine how various authors have operationalized the 
concept, and thus increase content validity, not all the 
items were included in the sample survey used. Furthermore, 
the low reliability indicates that scale items do not 
represent a single dimension. A better approach would be to 
develop separate scales for each dimension that makes up the 
scale neighbourhood satisfaction. Several items could be 
formulated to capture the meaning associated with overal] 
safety, privacy, and so forth. This would help generate more 
valid measures and allow each scale generated to be 
separately tested with the set of independent variables. 
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the multi-item index and one global item (question 24) 
dealing with overall neighbourhood satisfaction, with our 
set of independent variables outlined in the next section. 
The one item should have a larger proportion of measurement 
error than the index, and any linear combination that best 
accounts for our two different dependent variables should 
have a much higher eigenvalue with the independent variables 
than the single item. A significant difference was found; 
the amount of variance accounted for by our canonical 
variate from the one item was only .326, while it was .623 
for the index. When several items are combined into an index 
a more valid measure of neighbourhood satisfaction can be 


achieved than by using a single item.'! 


1The Neighbourhood Satisfaction Index has a mean of 5.470 
and a standard deviation of 0.873. This indicates that the 
distribution is negatively skewed (-1.524). This number is 
not inordinately large and indicates that the index has less 
measurement error than the use of only one item as the 
dependent variable. 
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2. Independent Variables 


a. Neighbourhood Interaction 


From the discussion in Chapter Two it is quite 
plausible that closer ties with neighbours are associated 
with neighbourhood satisfaction. The concept neighbourhood 
interaction was theoretically defined as the amount of 
interaction or Knowledge about ones’ neighbours. The 
questions used to measure this concept are: 

1. mumber of adults Known (coded, 1=all of them, 2=almost 
all, 3=more than half, 4=about half, 5=less than half, 
6=almost none, 7=none) (question 27); 

2. chat with neighbours (coded, 1=daily/almost daily, 2=1 - 
3 times a week, 3=1 - 3 times a month, 4=less than once 
a month, 5=never) (question 28). 

These two items were recoded appropriately, given equal 
weighting, and combined as a measure of neighbourhood 
interaction. The reliability of the measure, based on 
Cronbach’ s (1951) alphas is 0.5862: This: item is moderately 


reliable, and will be used for measuring the effects of 
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neighbourhood interaction on neighbourhood satisfaction. 


b. Social Structural Characteristics 


From the discussion in Chapter Two it is quite 
plausible that the underlying social structure of the 
neighbourhood may be related to neighbourhood satisfaction. 
The concept mobility was operationalized by the set of 
variables listed below: 

1. the average jiength of residence in years in each 
neighbourhood (question 12); 

2. proportion of residents who own their dwellings in each 
neighbourhood (question 13). 

We would expect ownership status to be positively 
related to length of residence in a neighbourhood, which 
indicates in part ones’ committment to the neighbourhood. 

The structure of a household vis-a-vis stage in the 
life cycle can also affect ones’ sense of belonging or 
committment to the neighbourhood. The structure of the 
average household of each neighbourhood was operationalized 
by the set of variables listed below: 

1. the average age of the respondents in each neighbourhood 
(Question 2). 
Our final structural characteristics are life-style and 


social class. This concept was operationalized by the set of 
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variables listed below: 

1. adding together questions 5 and 6 generated the average 
level of education of the residents of each 
neighbourhood ; 

2. average income of residents in each neighbourhood 
(question 76). 

On the whole, only level of education of the 
respondents is weakly correlated with each of the other 
structural characteristics (TABLE 1). As could be expected, 
level of income is highly correlated with ownership status 
of the neighbourhood (.5663). Ownership status is also 
highly correlated with length of residence and age (.7169 
and .5273) respectively. Age is also highly correlated with 
length of residence. 

Even though certain social characteristics are strongly 
porno tai ec the use of step-wise multiple regression 
technique will help determine the relative importance of the 
independent variables. The confounding effects because of 
the high intercorrelation of some independent variables, 
however, decreases the reliability of the relative 
importance indicated by the regression coefficients (Nie et. 
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TABLE 1 


ZERO-ORDER CORRELATIONS WITHIN SOCIAL STRUCTURAL FACTORS 


iL 

1 

Proportion of 

Residents who Own 
2 

Length of Resi- 

dence of LOO* 
3 

Average Income of 

Neighbourhood 

Residents -5663% 
4 

Average Level of 

Education -.0803 
2) 

Average Age of 

Neighbourhood 

Residents «2273 


(N=62 ) 
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-2601% 
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c. Degree of Conformity with the Neighbourhood Unit Concept 


In the discussion above we hypothesized that the street 
pattern along with other physical elements that make up the 
neighbourhood may create the opportunity for neighbourhood 
satisfaction, despite the social characteristics of the 
population under study. 

The neighbourhood design can affect the level of 
integration of the neighbourhood residents in their ability 
to maintain viable "“interrelationships" necessary for 
neighbourhood satisfaction to be achieved. As we saw in 
Chapter Two, neighbourhood residents require a certain 
amount of privacy from their neighbours in order to generate 
and maintain relatively stable patterns which will help 
integrate the residents. 

The neighbourhood design can affect the leve! of 
privacy by the way in which the combination of physical 
elements that make up the neighbourhood relate to the 
development of specific types of territory. The type of 
territory in turn affects the means of obtaining the end of 
some desired level of privacy. It is important to isolate 
the physical elements that limit or enhance the opportunity 
for neighbourhood satisfaction. What are the specific 
elements that affect the physical separation of people from 
all other people? Which ones separate the social activities 
of people outside their dwelling-units? We hypothesized that 


the neighbourhood elements affect the social organization of 
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those who share the same neighbourhood contextual 
environment, and, therefore, directly affect the residential 
attitudes of its residents. 

The above discussion provides a basis for generating a 
theoretical definition for the concept of the “degree of 
conformity with the neighbourhood unit concept”. 

The theoretical definition of the concept ' degree of 
conformity with the neighbourhood unit concept’ must in some 
way be related to the way dwelling-units and their residents 
are separated from both persons outside the dwelling-units 
and from other types of land uses and their associated 
social activities. 

In view of the nature of our definition of the concept 
"neighbourhood", the most appropriate way of collecting and 
coding data related to the concept “degree of conformity 
with the neighbourhood unit concept" would be to classify 
the immediate area of each house sampled in the survey.!' Due 
to lack of time and funding, this procedure was not 
followed. Instead, an Edmonton Land Use Map of 1976 with 
each neighbourhood located on it was used to measure and 
code the neighbourhood context of each area sampled. The 
actual unit of analysis representing each neighbourhood was 
its particular enumeration area (E.A.). 

The consequence of using a land use map instead of 


‘The above discussion of neighbourhood context represents 
the concept of place utility (Wolpert, 1965; Brown and 
Moore, 1970). The concept essentially reflects an . 
individual’s level of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with 
respect to a given location. 
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going out into the field and "coding" the context of each 

house sampled is greater measurement error. Although each 

house was plotted on the land use map the scale of the map 
made it difficult at times to get enough valid information 
about the neighbourhood context of some of the houses in 
each E.A. Making use of a land use map to gather information 
about the spatial environment is a novel approach, however, 
and may be successfully used in a variety of applications 
for urban research despite this limitation. 

TABLE TWO gives a list of the 62 neighbourhoods 
sampled. Using a millimeter ruler, or by inspection of the 
land use map, the researchers were able to "measure" each of 
the land use variables listed below. Seven aspects of 
neighbbourhood design were measured. These objective 
measures are: 

1. Road Type: This variable was computed by counting the 
actual number of cul-de-sacs and/or crescents within an 
E.A. that was sampled. If no crescents or cul-de-sacs 
were present, the E.A. scored a value of zero. 

2. Main Streets: This variable was computed by counting the 
actual number of main streets found either within or 
bordering an E.A. that was sampled. If none of the 
sampled dwelling-units in each E.A. are next to a main 
street, the E.A. scored a value of zero. 

3. Open Green Space: This variable was computed by 
calculating the actual area of green space in square 


millimeters found within an E.A. 
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CENSUS 
TRACT 


(N=62) 


LIST OF NEIGHBOURHOODS SAMPLED 
BASED ON 1971 ENUMERATION AREAS 


305 
266/265 
253 
201 
202/212/207 


108/101 
18/19 
367 


CENSUS 
TRACT 


ENUM. 
AREA 


170 
170 
133 
116 
306/304 
256/255 
118 
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Open Green Space Per Residential Area: This variable was 
computed by dividing the area of open space by the 
residential area (both measured in square millimeters). 
Commercial Area: This variable was computed by 
calculating the actual area of commercial development 
found either within or bordering an E.A. If none of the 
sampled dwelling-units in each E.A. are next to a 
commercial area the E.A. scored a value of zero. 
Neighbourhood Activity: This variable was computed by 
multiplying the mainstreet variable by commercial area. 
If either one had a value of zero or one they were added 
together. This variable was computed for there might be 
a compounding effect upon neighbourhood satisfaction if 
residents live in neighbourhoods where both commercial 
areas and main streets are found together. 

Grain: This variable is the amount of physical 
separation of different land uses and their social 
activities. Each E.A. was scored according to the degree 
of separation of either different residential 
dwelling-unit types or the presence of other residential 
uses such as government institutions, industrial areas 
and so forth. E.A.’s which had high separation of 
different residential dwelling-unit types from each 
other and no other land uses except open green space, 
schools, and roadways, and very little commercial area 
were scored a value of three. E.A.’s where different 


residential types had low separation from one another or 
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were intermixed were scored a value of one. E.A.’s with 
either more heterogeneous land types present like 
government buildings, industrial and so forth, or less 
separation of different residential types than those 
coded "three" but more than "one" scored a value of two. 
Even if the neighbourhood had a number of different land 
uses specified above, it would still be scored a value 
of one if the residential area is intermixed. 

These variables measure different aspects of the arrangement 

of land uses found within the 62 neighbourhoods studied in 

this thesis.! 

This rather elaborate diversity of operational 
definitions is partially a result of a lack of previous 
theoretical specification of which variables are important, 
or how different variables might be reasonably combined. 
Since this research is clearly exploratory, we felt it best 
to retain at the operational level the diversity of meaning 
suggested at the conceptual level. 

The high zero-order correlation (.8184) between open 
green space and space per residential area represents near 
redundancy in terms of their conceptual referents, (TABLE 3). 
In order to avoid any probiems with multicollinearity we 
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1 To test the reliability of the operational definition of 
the variable "grain", the researchers administered the 
"instructions" that defined this variable to a judge who 
classified each neighbourhood sampled. The inter-item 
correlation between the researchers’ classification and that 
of the judge was .927. The operational definition is 
reliable, and the specific properties of the variable 
"grain" show a degree of consistency for mapping of the 
neighbourhoods into the three categories (Blalock, 1968). 
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ZERO-ORDER CORRELATIONS WITHIN NEIGHBOURHOOD DESIGN FACTORS 


1 
Road Type 


2 
Number of 
Main Streets 


3 
Open Green 
Space Per 
Residential 
Area 


4 
Neighbour- 
hood 
Activity 


2 
Grain 


6 
Open Green 
Space 


7 
Commerical 
Area 


~.0430 


-0895 


=. 2459 


3994 


OLD 


-.2879 


TABLE 3 


(N=62) 
2 3 4 
-.1349 
-5641. -.2101 


-. 4885 ~ 2648 —.5202 


-. 1666 20164) =—.1987 


23024 '=.2259 . 8856 


BG ay is: 


-.4473 


=-. 2080 
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decided to drop the open green space variable from the 
analysis, and retain the measure of open green space per 
residential area. This measure was retained because its 
conceptual meaning is more broad than just a simple measure 
of open green space found in each neighbourhood. Instead, 
open green space per residential area specifies the relative 
amount of open green space found in each neighbourhood on 
the basis of residential size. 

Similarily the high zero-order correlation (.8856) 
between neighbourhood activity, and commercial area 
represented redundancy. The commercial variable was dropped 
from the analysis and neighbourhood activity was retained. 
The latter variable has a broader conceptual meaning for it 
captures the level of neighbourhood activity that may be 
more meaningful for the prediction of neighbourhood 
satisfaction than the single measure of amount of 
nonresidential area. 

The remainder of the elements have zero order 
correlations that are very low or moderately low. Since none 
of these correlations are inordinately high, we will be able 
to assess the relative strengths of each of the five 
neighbourhood elements as independent predictors of the 


criteria. 
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d. Density 


From the discussion in Chapter Two it is quite possible 
that to the extent that density variables capture the 
physical separation of both people within their 
dwelling-units, and households from each other, then these 
measures may affect neighbourhood satisfaction. Three 
measures of density were calculated: They are: 

1. External Density: This variable was computed by 
calculating the total number of people per square mile 
found at the E.A. level. 

2. Building Density: This variable was computed by dividing 
the number of multiple-dwellings by the total number of 


dwellings-units found at the E.A. level. 


ise) 


Internal Density: This variable was computed by dividing 
the number of people found in each dwelling-unit by the 
number of rooms in the dwelling-unit. 

All three objective density measures have low or 
moderately low inter-item correlations (TABLE 4). Since none 
of the variables can be judged to be redundant we will be 
able to assess the relative strengths of each of the three 
density measures as independent predictors of neighbourhood 


satisfaction. 


e. Housing Satisfaction 
The concept of housing satisfaction used here was 


operationalized by asking residents how satisfied they 
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TABLE 4 


ZERO-ORDER CORRELATIONS WITHIN DENSITY FACTORS 


(N=62) 
at 2 8 
1 
Internal Density 
2 
External Density B28. 0 be 
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Building Density Rls WAS) - 4569 
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were with there dwelling-units (question 17). This item 
is a Likert scale from 1 to 7, with 1 equal to very 


ad 


dissatisfied, and 7 equal to very satisfied. 


C. Plan of the Analysis 


From the discussion in Chapter Two a strict distinction 
between neighbourhood level conceptualization and an 
individual level as our unit of analysis can be made. 
The discussion from Chapter Two suggests that the 
context of the neighbourhood is meaningful as the unit 
of analysis for the prediction of neighbourhood 
satisfaction. Only neighbourhood indices of all concepts 
are used, therefore, all the hypotheses are investigated 
at the neighbourhood level. 

All gocialrstatistics are computed at the 
neighbourhood level. This means that each variable 
including the criteria will represent average scores of 
the residents sampled within each neighbourhood. For 
example, if 5 people are sampled in one neighbourhood 
and their level of neighbourhood satisfaction is 
6,5,4,6,5, then the average score of neighbourhood 
satisfaction for that particular neighbourhood would be 
296 divided by 5. or 5.20. In all, there were 62 
neighbourhoods sampled. We therefore have 62 ‘different 
area measures of neighbourhood satisfaction based upon 


the aggregation of individual scores within each 
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neighbourhood. 

Our research interests involved an investigation of 
the extent, direction, and strength of the relationship 
between neighbourhood satisfaction and five factors: 

1. neighbourhood unit concept 2. density 3. 
neighbourhood interaction 4. housing satisfaction and 5. 
social structural characteristics. Specifically we are 
concerned with how these factors relate to neighbourhood 
satisfaction. 

Our procedure, in terms of order of presentation, 
will be to show the simple zero-order correlations 
between specific sets of independent variables in order 
to get a better understanding of the content each 
variable represents. Next, the zero-order correlations 
of these variables with the neighbourhood satisfaction 
index will be investigated. Finally, the factors which 
are most important for neighbourhood satisfaction will 


be determined using a step-wise regression technique. 
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CHAPTER IV 
FINDINGS 


EE 


Variables 


TABLE 5 shows that both grain and building density are 
strongly correlated with ownership status (.6336, -.7007 
respectively). This supports our contention that owned 
dwelling-units tend to be found in neighbourhoods which are 
less crowded. It follows that length of residency and 
building density should also be negatively correlated. The 
inter-item correlation of -.569 between length of residency 
and building density supports this conclusion. 

The strong positive correlation between neighbourhood 
interaction and ownership status, r=.5164 supports the 
findings of Zehner, (1977) and others that where 
neighbourhoods are typified by home ownership than residents 
are likely to feel more comfortable about their neighbours 
then people in less settled areas. 

The nonsignificant correlation between housing 
satisfaction and grain indicates that although the 
neighbourhood and house can be thought of as being “nested” 
in the same environmental realm, the contextual referent for 


both these variables is different. 
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TABLE 5 


ZERO-ORDER CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SOCIAL STRUCTURAL FACTORS, 
DENSITY , NEIGHBOURHOOD DESIGN FACTORS, HOUSING 
SATISFACTION, AND NEIGHBOURHOOD INTERACTION 


Proportion Average Length of Average Average 
of Resi- Age of Residence Income of Level of 
dents who Neigh- Neigh- Education 
Own bourhood bourhood 
Residents Residents 
External ; " ; 
Density - . 4680 -.0161 —~274/ 2336 -0549 
Building s . f e 
Density = 4007 - .4303 -.5690 =~. 3161 -0643 
Internal ' : 
Density -.0989 = ~2968 -.1314 =U 250 -0858 
* * * * 
Grain - 6336 - 3849 -4483 - 3662 -.0616 
Number of Main e i 
Streets - .3429 -.1278 -.3201 -.1934 -0963 
- * 
Road Type -4975 10597 -0909 mi WA be 22998 
Open Green 
Space Per 
Residential * * 
Area s22o9 - 1473 sa019 2550 To225 
Neighbourhood * 
Activity -.2858 = .0567 eo = 2505 -.1477 
Housing Satis- & & 
faction -0980 2SO079 -O792 - 2472 -.0470 
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Interaction -5164 72959 - 4586 > 3852 -.1513 
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TABLE 5 (Continued) 


Housing Neighbour- External Building Internal 
Satis- hood In- Density Density Density 
faction teraction 
: % * * 
Grain £536 oe -.2181 =. OO UG “0113 
Number of Main . 
Streets =~ 2509 - .0666 - 1982 P3003 -0776 
* x * 
Road Type - 2967 -1445 -.2667 = 2133 - 0980 
Open Green 
Space Per 
Residential is n e 
Area etok 2795 -.2985 -.1420 =, L026 
Neighbourhood : 
Activity -0187 -0086 - 3860 -0770 
Internal External Building Housing 
Density Density Density Satisfaction 
Neighbourhood a x 
Interaction LS —-. 3402 -.3210 -0414 
Housing Satis- * 
faction -.2900 rese -0166 T3060 


* . 
= significant correlations at the .05 level (two-tailed test). 
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B. Correlations Between Independent Factors and 


Neighbourhood Satisfaction 


TABLE 6 provides a list of ranked correlations with 
neighbourhood satisfaction. The variables that explain at 
least ten percent of the variance of neighbourhood 
satisfaction are given below. Generally, grain shares a fair 
amount of variance with neighbourhood satisfaction 
(r2=.282). Ownership status has an r2 of .213, while housing 
Sdits dct ion nas am mrot 6198. The:proportion of 
multiple-units and average age of the residents in the 
neighbourhood have an r?2 of .153 and .145 respectively. 
Finally, feng these residency had an r2 of .105, and road 
type had one of .100. 

On the basis of the simple correlations between 
neighbourhood satisfaction and the independent variables, 
the design variable "grain" had the strongest correlation 
with neighbourhood satisfaction (.5312). Grain captures the 
way in which dwelling-units are separated from each other 
and other land uses, which in turn affects territoriality. 

The social structural variables, ownership, length of 
residence, and age confirm the findings of Rossi (1955) and 
others that greater social integration within the 
neighbourhood is positively related to neighbourhood 
satisfaction. Housing satisfaction being strongly correlated 
with neighbourhood satisfaction (.4452) confirms that the 


dwelling-unit is part of the context of the neighbourhood. 
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TABLE 6 


oF 


SUMMARY OF VARIABLES UNDER CONSIDERATION 


FOR MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS 


ORDERED BY ZERO-ORDER CORRELATIONS WITH THE 
NEIGHBOURHOOD SATISFACTION INDEX 


(N=62) 


Variable 


Grain 

Proportion of Residents Who Own 
Housing Satisfaction 

Building Density 

Average Age of Neighbourhood Residents 
Length of Residence 

Road Type 

Average Income of Neighbourhood Residents 
External Density 

Neighbourhood Activity 

Number of Main Streets 

Open Green Space Per Residential Area 
Neighbourhood Interaction 

Average ee of Education 


Internal Density 


Correlation With NSAT 
Index 
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The moderately strong correlation between number of 
multiple-units divided by the total number of units in each 
E.A. and neighbourhood satisfaction (-.3907) shows that 
greater density is negatively correlated with neighbourhood 
satisfaction. Furthermore, the strong correlation between 
grain and this density variable (-.5606) means that building 
density relates in part to the way in which dwelling-units 
are separated from each other, which in turn affects 
territoriality: 

The lack of a signficant association between 
neighbourhood interaction and neighbourhood satisfaction 
indicates that neighbourhood satisfaction as a whole is more 
likely to be influenced by the physical elements of the 
neighbourhood, and how they relate to maintenance and 
privacy, than by the extent to which there are close 


personal ties among neighbours. 


C. Multivariate Analysis of Neighbourhood Satisfaction 


In order to characterize the relationship between the 
dependent and independent variables in the sense of 
determining the extent, direction, and strength of the 
association among these variables, we performed a step-wise 
regression of neighbourhood satisfaction on all the 
independent variables. The results appear in TABLE 7. 

Of a possible fifteen variables that could enter the 


step-wise regression equation, six variables had significant 
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TABLE 7 


NEIGHBOURHOOD CONTEXT AND NEIGHBOURHOOD SATISFACTION: 
MULTIPLE REGRESSION RESULTS 


Variable B Sta. Error F Standardized r 
B B 

1 

Grain SEA ~119 9.92 ge 6 Vail ares Wl 
2 

Housing Sat- 

isfaction so203 By GS 16 14.92 - 3932 ~445 
i 

External Den- 

sity —.0214 -008 Toe -.2725 -.267 
4 

Internal Den- 

sity 2.03 Ay fits) AED - 2850 -056 
5 

Average Age of 

Neighbourhood 

Residents 20332 aS 5.99 - 2809 - 380 
6 

Neighbourhood 

Interaction -.1565 -073 4.65 -. 2356 . 106 

Constant ee a 

RE ANOVA df Ss MS F 

R2 = .523 Regression 6 24.33 4.05 10.06 

Se ="2634 Residual 55 22716 -40 


note: all partial regression coefficients are significant at the 
-O01 level. 
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independent effects on neighbourhood satisfaction. Using an 
additive model, the six variables of this reduced form 
equation are: grain, housing satisfaction, one social 
structural factor, age, two density measures, and 
neighbourhood interaction. These variables accounted for 
52.3% of the variance in neighbourhood satisfaction.' Grain, 
housing satisfaction, internal density and age all had 
positive effects on neighbourhood satisfaction. Number of 
people per square mile and neighbourhood interaction had 
negative effects on neighbourhood satisfaction. ? 

Grain had a substantial positive effect on 
neighbourhood satisfaction (b=.3772+.119). The strong 
influence of specific neighbourhood types upon neighbourhood 
satisfaction can be explained by the fact that certain 
arrangements of elements that make up the neighbourhood 
context may be more appropriate than others for creating the 
opportunity for neighbourhood satisfaction. The fact that 
there is a strong positive correlation between grain and 
neighbourhood satisfaction (.531) could mean that category 
three neighbourhoods may be more private neighbourhoods than 


1 In order to determine if the relationship between 
neighbourhood satisfaction and our independent variables is 
linear, we compared its eta-squared (Blalock, 1960) and R? 
for each bivariate (simple) correlation. Eta squared is 
defined as 1-(sum of squares within)/ (sum of squares 
total). Comparison of R2 with eta-squared showed no 
significant difference between the two. Thus, the 
relationship in our sample is clearly linear. 

2Using an F test, (Snedecor and Cochran, 1967), the seventh 
variable level of education did not contribute significantly 
aticthe: (05 Vevell of) significance on’ the’ criteria after | the 
effects of all other independent variables were held | 
constant, so it was dropped from the regression equation. 
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category one neighbourhoods. The major structural difference 
between neighbourhoods classified under category one and 
those under category three is the way in which different 
dwelling-units are arranged in relation to each other and in 
relation to other land uses present in the neighbourhood. 
Neighbourhoods classified under category three had a 
majority of single-family units or low-rise dwellings such 
as row-housing. These dwellings are more likely to be 
separated from other dwellings by fencing and sidewalks, all 
of which serve to establish primary territory (Altman, 
1975), which in turn may affect the level of privacy 
achieved (see appendix 2). Furthermore, the dwellings 
sampled, for the most part, were separated from other 
dwelling types by several blocks. ' 

Neighbourhoods classified under category one, on the 
other hand, had an intermixing of dwelling types, and 
housing may be located next to a main street or commercial 
strip. These neighbourhoods have a poorer transition from 
primary to public territories, which may preclude the 
establishment of a sufficient amount of privacy for the 
neighbourhood to be viable (see appendix 2).? 

It is apparent that the physical environment must be 
congruent with respect to residents’ needs for external 
privacy free from invasion (Altman, 1975}. Al theugh alt 


neighbourhood units were categorized under category 3 of the 


‘These neighbourhoods referred to could be defined as being 
coarse grain in design (Lynch, 1958). . 
2These neighbourhoods referred to could be defined as being 
fine grain in design (Lynch, 1958). 
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variable grain not all of these neighbourhoods had high 
levels of neighbourhood satisfaction (see appendix 2). 
Conversely, several of the conventional neighbourhoods had 
high levels of neighbourhood satisfaction (see appendix 2). 

This means that higher levels of neighbourhood 
satisfaction are not exclusive to planned neighbourhood 
units. Both conventional neighbourhoods and planned 
neighbourhood units can create the opportunity for 
neighbourhood satisfaction if there is a good transition 
from primary to public space, which is congruent with 
residents needs for external privacy. 

Housing satisfaction also had a substantial positive 
effect on neighbourhood satisfaction (b=.5203+.135). This 
finding confirms our prediction, from Chapter Two, that 
housing satisfaction is an integral part of neighbourhood 
Satisfaction: 

The objective density variable, number of people per 
square mile was the third variable to enter the equation. 
With grain, and housing satisfaction controlled, the partial 
regression coefficient for this predictor was 
(b=-.0214+.008). Number of people per square mile ranges 
from = t2.to.60..00iwith a mean of 12.50 and a standard 
deviation of 11.11. The rather large variance and the 


eee 


1An interesting exercise would be to investigate the 
homogeneity of individual households within each 
neighbourhood category. We would expect that there would be 
less agreement regarding satisfaction for residents in 
category one than for residents in category three. It would 
be worthwhile to investigate this and to explain these 
differences. 
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moderate unstandardized beta weight suggests that this 
density measure will have a noticeable effect on 
neighbourhood satisfaction for neighbourhoods with a large 
number of people per square mile. ' 

The objective density variable number of people per 
room was the fourth variable to enter the equation. It is 
rather unexpected that the relationship between people per 
room and neighbourhood satisfaction is positive 
(o=2037. 755). This*positivesrelationship“is due’ to*a 
suppressor effect (Conger, 1974; Zelditch, 1975).2 When 
housing satisfaction is controlled, internal density turned 
out to be significantly positively related to neighbourhood 
satisfaction. 

The variable, therefore, that is suppressing the 
relationship between internal density is housing 
satisfaction. The simple correlation between housing 
satisfaction and intenal density is moderately strong 
(-.290), while the correlation between internal density and 
neighbourhood satisfaction is weak (.056). Housing 
satisfaction hides the true effects of internal density upon 


neighbourhood satisfaction. The relationship means that as 


‘This describes a non-linear effect, and suggests that the 
independent variable, external density, should be logged, 
and introduced in a mixed model design. Future research 
should consider this type of investigation for threshold 
effects, especially since Lansing et. al., (1970) found that 
density has its most substantial "effects" in the most 
crowded neighbourhoods. 

2A suppressor variable is defined to be a variable which 
increases the predictive validity of another variable (or 
set of variables) by its inclusion in a regression equation. 
This variable is a suppressor only for those variables whose 
regression weights are increased (Conger, 1974). 
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long as the residents are satisfied with their dwelling 
units then higher internal density does not negatively 
affect neighbourhood satisfaction. 

With grain, housing satisfaction, people per square 
mile, and internal density controlled, age had a moderate 
positive effect on neighbourhood satisfaction 
(b=.0360+.013). The preference for neighbourhoods where the 
average age of its residents is higher may be explained by 
the lower mobility and increased likelihood of "owner" 
status associated with older age groups. The strong positive 
correlation between age and length of residence (.672) 
supports this finding. 

It may equally be the case that greater neighbourhood 
satisfaction is completely accounted for by the fact that 
older residents are not as dependent on the immediate 
external environment and Heusehord space as younger 
residents, since older families have less children at home 
than younger families. The moderately strong negative 
correlation between age and internal density (-.297) 
supports this finding. 

A third explanation of the positive relationship 
between residents’ age and neighbourhood satisfaction could 
be that residents with long-term committments to an area, 
previously demonstrated to be a function of residents’ age 
(Edney, 1972), develop a more elaborate boundary-marking 
system that provides a better transition from primary to 


public territories. Homes with distinctive territorial 
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markers such as fences and hedges can create a better 
transition than relatively unmarked homes. 

The correctness of these explanations can only be 
determined by relating the characteristics of individuals to 
the context of the neighbourhood design. 

The final significant predictor of neighbourhood 
satisfaction, amount of interaction with neighbours, had a 
moderately strong negative relationship with neighbourhood 
satisfaction (b=-.1567+.010). The negative partial 
relationship is suppressed by age, and people per square 
mile. The simple correlations between neighbourhood 
interaction and this suppressor is -.3402. The correlation 
between neighbourhood interaction and the two suppressors 
are respectively .2959 and -.3402. The correlation between 
neighbourhood interaction and neighbourhood satisfaction is 
moderately weak (.1068). In the regression equation 
neighbourhood interaction is negatively related to 
neighbourhood satisfaction. The negative relationship 
between people per square mile and neighbourhood interaction 
may be indicating that high amounts of neighbourhood 
interaction in higher density neighbourhoods may interfere 
with the respondents needs for privacy through a process of 
invasion (ceteris paribus). 

Given that age has a strong positive association with 
neighbourhood interaction makes sense but the negative 
effect of neighbouring upon neighbourhood satisfaction in 


this context does not. The literature, though inconclusive, 
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says that neighbouring activity may be seen more positively 
as residents get older (Atchley, 1972). 

Taking an overall look at the total variance explained 
by the reduced form equation (TABLE 8), it explains close to 
60% of the variance (57.29%). The design variable "grain" 
uniquely accounts for 33.92% of the total variance 
explained, with housing satisfaction accounting for almost 
the same amount, 33.46%. Taken together, these two factors 
account for 67.38% of the total variance explained by this 
equation. These effects support hypotheses three and five 
respectively. 

The proportion of variance explained by the objective 
density variables internal density and number of people per 
square mile is roughly half the amount explained by the 
design variable grain or housing satisfaction, (3.05% and 
13.91% respectively). How they affect neighbourhood 
satisfaction is difficult to understand. It may be that with 
higher density the land and resources can become heavily 
congested as many people attempt to conduct their 
activities. The environment (eg. housing, sidewalks, 
streets, and parks etc) can become less pleasing 

aesthetically because of overuse and inability to meet the 
ened for maintenance. Furthermore, conflicts over scarce 
resources may infringe upon residents needs for rivacy 
(Baldassare, 1979). 
The proportion of variance explained by the social 


structural variable age is one third the amount explained by 
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PROPORTION OF VARIANCE THAT IS UNIQUELY EXPLAINED BY 
EACH VARIABLE IN THE. REDUCED FORM EQUATION 


Grain 


Housing Satisfaction 


Average Age of Neigh- 
bourhood Residents 


Density; 


Internal 1.60) 
External 7.28) 


Neighbourhood Inter- 
action 


Variance Explained 
by Individual In- 
dependent Variables 
in Reduced Form 
Equation. 


17.74% 


17.50% 


10.67% 


8.88% 


(—):2.50% 


2227s 


3.05) 
ioe L) 


Proportion of Variance 
Explained by Indivi- 
dual Independent Vari- 
ables in Reduced Form 
Equation. 


33.92% 


33.46% 


20.40% 


16.96% 


(-) 4.58% 


100.16% 
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combining the design variable grain with housing 
satisfaction, 20.40%). Our analysis shows that the 
neighbourhood and housing design factors substantially 
effect neighbourhood satisfaction and it is time to turn 
away from the question of whether the physical environment 
has effects, to the study of design factors which magnify or 
minimize these effects. 

The finding that neighbourhood interaction is 
negatively related to neighbourhood satisfaction directly 


contradicts hypothesis one. 
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CHAPTER V 


A. CONCLUSIONS and RECOMMENDATIONS 


These findings provide some measure of support for the 
idea that the neighbourhood context shared by residents can 
account for differences in opinions of residents within 
different neighbourhoods. Each neighbourhood represents a 
potentially different social and physical setting that is 
associated with the degree of success of generating and 
maintaining particular social needs. Our data analysis 
clearly establishes that analyzing the social and physical 
structure of the neighbourhood can contribute to the 
prediction of residential preferences. Once a theoretical 
definition of the concept "neighbourhood" was developed it 
was possible to generate and test the significance of a 
number of elements that could affect the social organization 
of the neighbourhood. 

The methodology of this thesis introduced a way to 
develop objective neighbourhood elements that relate to the 
subjective evaluation of neighbourhood satisfaction. This 
approach introduces a way of developing contextual design 
elements that are sociologically meaningful and allow for 
the deliberate manipulation of the physical setting for 
improved residential satisfaction. Attention should now be 


turned away from the question of whether the man-built 
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environment plays a role in affecting neighbourhood 
satisfaction, and toward the question of what design factors 
maximize or minimize its effects. With respect to contextual 
elements this thesis provides the following information 


pertinent to social policy. 


1. The Role of Neighbourhood Design Factors 


It was found that residents prefer to live in 
neighbourhoods where different residential and 
nonresidential land uses are separated from each other. 
Where neighbourhood satisfaction was lower, there was an 
interspersion of land use types, which create the 
opportunity for a poorer transition from primary to public 
territories within the neighbourhood for it to be viable. 
This finding indicates what the planner or architect should 
consider when putting together a parcel of land in order to 
achieve high levels of neighbourhood satisfaction. 

The finding that the variable “grain” was more highly 
related to neighbourhood satisfaction than ownership status 
of the neighbourhood is important. Contrary to other 
findings, it was found that the variable “grain”, was more 
highly related to neighbourhood satisfaction, such that the 
ownership status was not significantly related to 
neighbourhood satisfaction. This indicates that ownership is 
not as important as the neighbourhood design for creating 


the opportunity for neighbourhood satisfaction. The 
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implication of this is that unless the environment is 
congruent with respect to households’ need for external 
privacy, free from invasion, ownership alone is unlikely to 
create highly satisfied residents. Clearly then, ownership 
is not a sufficient condition for neighbourhood 
Saristacvien: 

A second social need that has significant influence on 
neighbourhood satisfaction is housing satisfaction. It is 
evident that because the neighbourhood and the house "share" 
the same environment that there should be a substantial 
relationship between housing satisfaction and neighbourhood 


satisfaction. 


2. The Role of Social Factors 


While the design variable, grain, was very important 
there is no doubt that stage in the life-cycle can influence 
neighbourhood satisfaction. 

The most important social factor significantly 
associated with neighbourhood satisfaction was a general 
measure of life cycle stage, average age of the residents, 
within a neighbourhood. The exact effect of age on 
neighbourhood satisfaction requires further analysis. Three 
possible explanations were given. One, that the variable age 
indicates the residents’ degree of committment to the 
neighbourhood. Two, that the degree of dependence on the 


neighbourhood setting for satisfaction varies with the stage 
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in the life cycle. Three, that the resident can change his 


or her neighbourhood setting to satisfy individual needs. 
3. The Role of Neighbourhood Interaction 


It was found that neighbourhood interaction had little 
influence on neighbourhood satisfaction. In fact, 
neighbourhood interaction was negatively related to 
neighbourhood satisfaction. This could well mean that 
neighbouring activity in Edmonton, Alberta does not lead to 
social integration for citizens have for the most part 
“communities of interest" that take the place of such 
activities (Webber, 1963). Furthermore, given that 
neighbourhood interaction was suppressed by external density 
indicates that in higher density neighbourhoods, too much 
neighbourhood interaction may interfere with residents needs 


for privacy. 
4. The Role of Density Factors 


If we assume that the more people that live in the 
neighbourhood the greater the demand that is placed on land 
resources, then any noticeable negative effect of density on 
neighbourhood satisfaction is only likely to occur in the 
most crowded neighbourhoods (Baldassare, 1970). As an 
objective predictor of neighbourhood satisfaction, it has 


been shown that external density is not as sensitive to 
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aspects of territoriality, which is strongly associated with 
neighbourhood satisfaction, as is the objective measure 
“grain’. External density was not as sensitive to 
neighbourhood satisfaction as a whole even though it has a 
range from .12 to 60.00, while "grain" had a range from 1 to 


ce 


B. Limitations of the Research 

One of the major disappoinments of this study is that 
we were unable to gain any insight into the way in which 
neighbourhood design elements interact with social 
characteristics. The discussion above has proceeded instead 
under the assumption that the individual social 
characteristics have exactly the same influence within every 
type of design and that the unique effect of the design 
factors is just an additive increment or decrement. If we 
had been able to introduce individual measures as 
covariates, we could have dissaggregated the data to the 
extent to which different individual predictors have effects 
varying from one neighbourhood setting to another. 

This means that urban research should look not only at 
the way in which a particular environmental factor 
influences a specific behaviour or attitude, but also at 
individual social characteristics of the respondent which 
may interact with one or more of the environmental factors. 


Covariance analysis and dummy variable regression are two 
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methods that would allow this type of analysis to proceed' 

The results of the application of this broader 
technique would have been theoretically important; the 
effects of specific "group" variables on the neighbourhood 
satisfaction of various types of individuals could have been 
examined. 

Finally, a broader basis for prediction or explanation 
of neighbourhood satisfaction could be achieved by 
controlling for house type. The literature does show that, 
depending on the type of dwelling-unit, there are different 
social needs that must be fulfilled (Zehner, 1977; Burby and 
Weiss, 1976). This important investigation was not pursued 
in the present thesis, but would be of great benefit in 
deciding where different types of residential and 
non-residential land-uses should be located to create the 


opportunity for neighbourhood satisfaction. 


1. For a lucid explanation of these important techniques see 
Schuessler, 1969; Cohen, 1968; Fennessey, 1968. 
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EDMONTON AREA STUDY 


QUESTIONNAIRE 
1977 

1. Interviewers Name 
2. Interview I.D. No. 
S20 Electoral District 
4. Enumeration Area 
5. Your Interview No. 
6. Date Time of Interview 
7. Length of Interview Minutes. 


8. Address Label. N 
if ear 


9. Appointment Time 


10. No Interview 
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First a few questions about thts household. 


ASK 


Including yourself, how many persons altogether live here, 
related to you or not? 


TOTAL PERSONS 


Now a list of the members of this household. To make it 
easier, I'm going to ask for the first name of each member. 


FIRST NAME 


ONLY IF R HAS CHILDREN IN SCHOOL OTHERWISE GO T0 Q 5. 
Do your children go to public, separate or private schools? 


CuDTI CS =| Separate 2 Private 3 Mixed 4 


(CARD A) Overall how satisfied are you with the quality of 
the education provided for your child(ren)? 


Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA 
] 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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What is the highest grade in elementary school or high 


school that you finished? 
YOU 
YOUR SPOUSE 


IF R OR SPOUSE FINISHED 12th OR 13th GRADE, ASK THIS QUESTION. 


6. 


How many years of post secondary education do you have? 


YOU 
YOUR SPOUSE 


What is your religious preference? 
YOU 
YOUR SPOUSE 


Would you call yourself a 


(Adjective) 
Adjective 
SUG Ge cers siete cc tere ess ] 
NOE Very Strongy...... 2 
Somewhat strong ...... 3 
(VOLUNTEERED ) 


Not applicable ...... 4 


I would ltke to get some background tnformatton about you. 


(STATED PREFERENCE ) 
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9. How often do you attend religious services? (RECORD ONLY) 


Response 

SRS OE pe gle SUL uc 0 
bess pinaneonce ‘acyear © Soe TESS ] 
PUOULMONCORAVVECAY, ic cs ds erste ie iso ose% 0% 2 
DEVEY 1? LIMES A VEAL. is a. os bores apse ceco-e 3 
PROUTEONCe od tMON LIA... sileyaiaew ne seu vos 4 
Ce SALINE SO INOTIGI ake. cusuares cys stcbaus et haver4s 5 
NEA IG@eVery WEEK oi. cee pec wv en's sence’ 6 
DEVOMdecIMeS: Ad. WEEK.) 5... eja cee sea oes 7 


19. From what country did your father's ancestors come? 


11. Do you speak a second language? 


Which one? 


Now I have some questions about your living accomodattons. 


12 How long have you lived in this residence? 


Years or months 


13. Do you own this house/apartment or pay rent? 


Response 
URUTA Se eR errces 6 vais oo tnietens siete wie ake esa ] 
PAV GA REM Ui ote 8: 010 106 solserteineisete ae = 6 Z 


Neither owns nor rents. ..<....%.'s<. 5 
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14. 


16. 


How many rooms do you have here, not counting hallways 

and bathrooms? 

Number of rooms 

Would you say that this home has enough space so you 

can do the things you want to do? 

Yes No 

What do you think about the condition of this house/ 
apartment? 

Response 

Neadsnoprepat iSiiedice nse ¥< ivestnes. ae ] 

Needs minor’repairs ©. 52...2..2¥. 2 

Needsomajor repaiys os ice. eed es 3 

BLS eed i Rs OR oer ne Prarie na 8 

DERE Sethe he tce te ei eatre/s aisiace or erete 9 

(CARD A) How satisfied are you with this house/apartment? 
Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA 


] c 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 


ASK Q 18 TO Q 21 ONLY IF R RENTS. 


18. 


(CARD B) About how much rent do you pay a month, including 
utilities? 

Response 

nce eLOO Tc.) Ol 700% = 799". .x.x00 OB 

102-99 ot eee. 02 S00" = 899" «34.009 

200" =. 299.955 ,.2.; 03 900 - 999 .... 10 

S0GF=399 "fe 04 TOOO' weet 1] 

400 - 499 .... 05 DK sad hod oden 12 

SOU =) 599 ar. ee - 06 NA sn be oot amas je 
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19. During the last two years, have you considered buying 


a home? 
Response 
SCTE Sse al a Rd a een ] 
{S100 75) ee in ner RMT e ee 2 
NAT a GOsTOROnO2 IG). oo, 3 


20. Have you actually looked for a home? 


Response 
LS SRA A eg ] NO Ae aes re ee ce ee 


21. Why have you not purchased a home of your own? Please 
rank in order of importance. UP TO 5 RESPONSES. 


ASK ONLY IF R OWNS. 


22. (CARD B) Think of the cost of this house/apartment -- 
such as mortage payments, the maintenance costs, property 
taxes, and utilities. Which of the categories best 
describes how much you pay per month? 


Response 
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Now I have some questtons about thts tmmediate neighbourhood, 
that ts the ten or fifteen homes nearest to yours/or the 
apartments in thts butlding and the area around this building. 


23. To what extent are any of the following, problems in 
this neighbourhood? 


Major Minor Not a 


Problem Problem Problem 
OTS VENeCUCGHDOUYS J. 206 ts ake oss es « ] 
WANT. Hntis Ber eo. ue gt 24s ] 2 3 
PUOUGONECL HOUSES: . gyccsiaceic hie 8'45'3 6 1 2 3] 
PROS Ve VCDICLOS 6. sion 4 sos sas owe ee ] 2 ) 
Children and teenagers 
WHO-MISDENAVE 2h ss cee elec eee os 1 2 3 
HOOURY WREDL VORUS coe ccce's tis o'e. aueie ] 2 3 
Cats and dogs running loose ..... ] 2 3 
UNESP TNC Els des aie Mapes de AR an prem M BE ] Ze 3 
EDC T MU SPECA TY) 2 cere cre cs ee 1 Z 3 


24, (CARD A) All things considered, how satisfied are you 
with this neighbourhood as a place to live? Which number 
comes closest to how satisfied you feel? 
Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA 
] 2 3 4 5 6 f 8 9 


IF R HAS A FAMILY ASK Q. 25; OTHERWISE GO TO Q. 26. 
25. Do you feel there are sufficient places for your child(ren) 


to play in this neighbourhood? 


Yes 
No 
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(CARD A) How satisfied are you with your personal safety 
in this neighbourhood? 


Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA 
] 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ) 


Now I'd ttke to ask about your netghbours. 


rl fe 


ZO. 


8) 


How many of the adults in this neighbourhood would you know 
by name if you met them on the street? 

Response 

Pat Ole GLC at. ak 5a vec4 «oyate ovens ] 

POG Wiss Gi, che. wis cle Mieke a 2 

MOTE Tae vin's sisa dee + 940 3 

PROUT) oe csis, eieusiasdiece #siei's * 4 

bessiachan hatte ©. 2 este 66k 5 

pAnOSe none> OWLS... vss. 44% 6 

None © NS. 6.2. os ceses 7 

How often do you get together with any of these neighbours 
yust tor achat? 

Response 

Daily or almost every day ........- ] 

Ties Gimes™a Weeki? . evbr sie. i ts.8: 2 

LST OREIMCS AUMCNLO: ou cele wecce's = <a 3 

Lesc¥thancence  aemontn. ce dsess ss. ay 

NEVE Vem es octal e Me cetalcimeisiec = a s\0'¢ 5 

How often do you spend a social evening with friends, either in 


your home or their home, who live outside the neighbourhood? 


Response 

Daily or almost every day..... | N@VERy ener 5 
T= S.times a.weeks on... ses. 55% 2 Don’ t-know Ss .aace 
hes times.a month) ia... te « a No answer .... 9 


Fess than once a month: 4... <5 4 
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How often do you spend a social evening with relatives? 


Response 

Daily or almost every day .......... ] 
Peer URNES. QeWlOK % Cotyenctonie ele Gis, 2's + 4 2 
Tem 2S POVMeS a MON tia: Jeeta tes oa ee 3 
LES. Sa NanwONCO dai MON LM sis, visiats ss danoys o 
ORCS UR Sati, See A, pecan gears gle Ra, ea 5 
PECOMEC ISTE Meh eet acetone ay eee a ec 6G os 9 


How often do you go out for entertainment, like movies, 
night clubs, sports events, plays, concerts, etc.? 


Response 

Dailyeor aimost- every? day -......6...5- ] 
Nee IMCS fd WEEK. Soe och 5 e's eticleks Z 
Warm S Se LMES AsO La Avera eoaveeie ee euste ake 3 
Less thal cOnce a. .MONUN <¢s,s0. ciel os 4 
NG VE VE OTR. Fr hatte os. soe ee viele e Seats 5 
Oe ce Sean Soe att cee Tie eee cite we 8 
MA nectar tt etenchais sao eb o aeak tleroisteta > 8 w8 8 9 


(CARD A) All things considered, how satisfied are you with 
the recreational facilities available to you in Edmonton? 


Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA 
] 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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Now I have a few questtons about how satisfied you are with 
different parts of your ltfe. 


33. (CARD A) For each area of life I am going to name, tell 
me the number that shows how much satisfaction you get from 


that area. 

A. Your non-working activities -- hobbies and so on. 
Very Dissatisfied- Very Satisfied DK NA 
] 2. 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 


B: Your family life. 
Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA 
] 2 5 4 5 6 Oey) 8 9 
C. Your health and physical condition. 
Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA 
] 2 3 4 é 6 7 8 9 
D. The amount of time you have for doing things you want to do. 
Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA 
] 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
E. Your friendships. 
Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA 
] 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 


F. Your standard of living -- the things you have -- 
housing, car, furniture, recreation, and the like. 


Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA 
] 2 3 4 5 6 Z 8 9 
G. All in all how satisfied with life are you these days? 


Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA 
] 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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In general, do you find life exciting, pretty routine, 
or dull? 


EXGd CAG socio ciee o cies ] 
ROUEAMC a o's se %s So cies acerenens 4 
Uae pats sheen Wietle eeue aite ene 7 
NOWODINTON ies ocere epee eee 8 
NO MARSWE fie. cae ee ccc 9 


How often do you participate in a vigorous exercise 
program? 


EVEN soit nelal alas <a trap apearathd ian tA ] 
SOM LION oivicrEteviy X. otek ets Wh ee 
WECKTY 70 ote RR EH 3 
More frequently 2...5c%% 4 
MOMS WETS ccm a'vie stehe Ceiens 9 


About how much beer, wine or liquor do you drink per week? 


Response 

NGNGO* ect cte es ease ea oece teens ] 
ee ONAN S: ois hatte sdeksees 2 
Beat “GEInks i. cece ok 3 
tOLor more “ar Inks. -.54..5.. 4 
DOW DU KNOWS ponte esis ath creates 8 
NO AN SWE ces ses alsin waete 9 


About how many cigarettes do you smoke per day? 


Response 

OTe care eevee eur atea eh tre tne ] Dona ti KiOw ee sce 8 
Dee 2 ha hae lial ae Grane enets 2 NOWANSWER vce sts ote 9 
TOROT: MOTE oe cieircwiewtecs sts 3 


(NOTE OTHER SMOKING HABITS) 
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38. 


Bo. 


How often do you wear a seatbelt when you drive? 


ALWAYS) vc: atehcata Riek ] NeVeTnd Biker 3 
Occasionally =... ee NAL Vee ee eres 9 


How many cups of coffee and/or tea per day do you drink? 


Number 


A few moments ago we talked about your personal safety. Now 
we would like to have your optntons about the nature of police 
and community relattons. 


40. 


4). 


42. 


How good do you think relations are between the police and 
the people in this city? 


NERY SQO0G 5 iiss care uete e oaerettesee ] 
ROT IVEGOOG: “.\icccententes eines ctr 2 
Neither’ good nor*bad 7... 0.4. 3 
No Heve rye GOOG frida: a: syete ciate 4 
NOt gOOd- at. Ghia. seamen tt. s 5 


Were you ever picked up and charged by the police, for 
any reason other than a traffic offense? 


NGS eden are ] NOW Met ieca 2 4a OREN SWEN~ fixate. 


In general, do you think the courts .in this country deal 
too harshly or not harshly enough with criminals? 


TOO. Narsn] yoo. eee ees ] 
Not harshly enougne. 2... s 2 
About right (VOLUNTEERED).. 3 
DKS shu ass a ote te eich evetenenemeuenons, 2 8 
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Everything considered, would you say that, in general, 
you approve or disapprove of wiretapping? 


ROUGOVE ser ors cts as ] NOO OD MijONe ire. rcse ae 
DUISADDLOVE: occas es 2 NOwal SWC Gentine crit 


Do you favor or oppose the death penalty for persons 
convicted of murder? 


FEM DR PR eRe ] DOR AKINOW are ic nla 
DOS OPE eee os o's ean 2 OM GTS WOT cece iv: sin''e> 


Would you favor or oppose a law which would require a 
person to obtain a police permit before he or she could 
buy any gun or rifle? 


EavOren cheek heck. ] DOM ae KNOW i oc cies 6 3s 
WP DOSCCl Wohin cis sie. )a's 2 NOMATSWEY) Ais xrileis:s 6 


When a policeman arrests a person, which of the 
following must he do before questionning the person? 


A. Is he required to read the person his rights? 


Yesiat. pe YOU. % ] 5) Saeed eae SOP ft age eae eres 8 
NOMS hoo oases Ye 1 oe Se aaa Far i arate 9 


B. Is he required to tell the person he has a right to 
remain silent? 


NIG et Shar TE 2 Nia ee cols ass 9 


C. Is he required to tell the person he has the right 
to a lawyer? 
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47. 


48, 


49, 


50. 


Would you say there has been any change in 
violent crime here in Edmonton in the past five years? 


AG ORMMONOE oie Coes oe ] Quite va biti less 22.5. 5 
UNIteta ble ~mMOre. ... 5 2 RLOU LESS, carte stole 6 
A little bit more ...'3 2 Li ES RAPS AME AS ARENDS Wa 8 
Palitele-bDit.less-. «+4 NOMATSWEI sh. here oe ns 9 


During the last year did anyone illegally enter into 
your house/apartment? 


During the last year, did anyone take something directly 
from you by using force? 


What precautions have you taken to safeguard your house 
against burglarly? (CIRCLE THE CORRECT RESPONSE) 
A. Do you lock your doors? 
Vesue Lia 1 NO sion tetiete: 2 Wagener os 9 
B. Are there special locks or bars or anything else like 
that on your windows? 
ME SIENS. ih «.s ] NOuse eee cr 2 NAS eet. 9 


NS tect cee ] NO Fee e's 2 NAe tee hoa 9 


D. Do you have an insurance policy that protects your 
house/apartment and belongings against theft? 


MOS ate ] OMe Seca aves 2 Tae ee eae 9 
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Now some questtons about employment. 


51. Last week were you working full time, part time, going 
to school, keeping house, or what? 


(CIRCLE ONE CODE ONLY IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE, GIVE 
PREFERENCE TO SMALLEST CODE THAT APPLIES. ) 


Response 
LOTS CG Wok Be BYR Be UES Zits fh i 2 fees 5 ol pr Ll A OM ae a 1 
ROP aMOM OCC SEMMEs Neem te ahi Seidiaias sisteihe eels ele class se eis 2 
With a job, but not at work because of temporary 
mINeSS , .VaGd Onn eo tOEKCU Gay iG soa cee ares sas s 3 
Unemployed, laid off, looking for work ............ 4 
Papin © MaMa eat hele ere ert taka ask gis cig 0a 9g xs <8 5 
in Sehoolahte.... ee ee RP ENC ony pS G44 * 6 
Re GTC e NOUS C vids iscovete ree erence tre ee akeem aucun la hls, crels, «ss avere:'e's « 7 
PRBOUENSDOCTEY) 4. citecan earn eian renee Ee ase boa ahs al oom, oe 8 
Other 


IF APPROPRIATE (1-4 ABOVE). 


52. What kind of work (do/did) you normally do? 


Occupation: 


53. What kind of place (do/did) you work for? 


Industry: 


53A. Where (Location)? 
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ASK ONLY IF R IS MARRIED OR LIVING IN A COMMON-LAW-RELATIONSHIP; 
OTHERWISEVSKIP:- TOnQ 157: 


54. Last week was your spouse working full time? 


Response 
MOCK cr Ua USNC kde ele ceo Mate et, k's An rsyecs sCeiee'ts ioce antec s+ ofeth « Bs ] 
LE COUALEL LSE BIG WL] ORIN, Qegegrs /"be 14 2 t Sna Pe P,P 2 
With a job, but not at work because of temporary 

HNeSS Lo WacaLdion:, wo nrkes Sas t hl. Ee RG S 
nem oved.. laid: Of t..8 TOOKING) LOY WOK © ios oe Sesis a © os teas «ots 4 
Ree tp” COMMUN 20) sina cinta: SHRI MCE ETRE Letty! GBS Oo x, s Sede Ws ogni Bae » a afR'S-o:4 5 
MMSE OOM irene crenc) scare ne eetmner IeNs a eiialiaysi sa dele faces os sales G35 .0 0.658 o> 6 
eS IITCRCOUS GM acre cpeter mary waite Pally in a fey haath la ia's sos ey aiateld, «8 ele ts 7 
DEOMI SPCC TA VOU TR Sete atl b cls ocho SM CE a cc daa 8 
ea CADM OC ..c- 0 ae circ teeet scene romtter shaieh cd wale iey'n cake sh b5 6 Soe ea 0 
Other 


55. What kind of work does your spouse do? 


Occupation: 


56. What kind of place (does/did) (he/she) work for? 


Industry: 


56A. Where (Location)? 
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IF NOT APPROPRIATE (NOT WORKING) GO TO Q. 60. 


ahs 


(CARD A) 


the number that shows how much satisfaction you get from that 
area. 


A. 


The recognition you get from your job. 


Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA IA 
] 2 3 4 5 6 7 B98 


Your control over the pace and quality of your work. 


Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA IA 
] 2 S 4 5 6 / spe! Pe 8) 


The extent to which you can use your skills. 


Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA IA 
] 2 me: 4 5 6 7 a aa Pad 


The feeling of accomplishment for the work you are doing. 


Very Dissatisfied | Very Satisfied DK NA IA 
] 2 3 4 5 6 7 Bie 970 


‘The physical conditions under which you work, for example 


lighting, temperature, dust free, etc. 


Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA IA 
] 2 3 4 eS) 6 7 oy 97-0 


The opportunity for advancement. 


Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA IA 
] c 3 4 5 6 7 Si ote (0) 


The amount of pay. 


Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA IA 
] 2 3 4 5 6 | B90 


The degree of security. 


Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA IA 
] 2 3 4 5 6 7 sme eee 5) 


For each area of your job I'm going to name, tell me 
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58. 


oo. 


60. 


100 


(CARD A) All things considered, how satisfied are you with 
your job? (Which number comes closest to how satisfied or 
dissatisfied you feel?) 

Very Dissatisfied Very Satisfied DK NA 
ei 8 a! Ae ee Gh FRB. 8g 


What is the possibility of losing your job during the coming 
12 months? 


MESURE KO Magi cecta arte is. «i sldaneensi cine ] 
Somewhat likely ......... 2 
Not“very Prkely "S00 ee. 3 
Notodiwain) 1 1Ke by ao ual 4 
DOR LAKNOW o..72 ss PP oe 8 


Generally, do you approve or disapprove of a married woman 
working if she has a husband capable of supporting her? 


ADDVOVE Dwar re cte Pare Sieh Bla ] 
DTSAPPKOVE if oe shee. srjatos eae v8 
Don! t"know see. ae 3 


NO ANSWER) 5.206. hs he eee 4 
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ASK Q'S 61 AND 62 ONLY IF R IS CURRENTLY MARRIED OR LIVING IN A 
COMMON-LAW-RELATIONSHIP: OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q. 63. 


61. 


(CARD C) Please use the nbers ian the ‘card to tell me 
how you and your spouse share the following tasks: 


A. earning the family income. 


Husband Husband Share Wife Wife 
Entirely More Equally More Entirely 


] “ae S a 9 


B. Housekeeping. 


Husband Husband Share Wife Wife 
Entirely More Equally More Entirely 


] 2 2 4 3 


C. Keeping in touch with relatives. 


Husband Husband Share Wife Wife 
Entirely More Equally More Entirely 


] 2 3 4 2 


D. Organizing family recreation. 


Husband © Husband Share Wife Wife 
Entirely More Equally More Entirely 


] 2 3 t 5 


DK 


DK 


NA 


NA 


NA 


5 : P f ; Cg nmr Se cm) 
F. Taking care of preschool children. (younger than 9; 


Husband». Husband Share Wife Wife 
Fatirely ‘More Equally More Entirely 


j 2 3 A 5 


F. Teaching, helping, and disciplining girls, aged 6 - 


Husband Husband Share Wife Wife 
Entirely More Equally More tntirely 


| 2 3 4 9 


G. Teaching, helping, and disciplining boys, age 


Husband Husband Share Wife Wife 
Entirely More Equally More Entirely 


] 2 3 4 5 


DK NA 
8 9 
DK NA 
8 ~) 
d6- 1 
DK NA 
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62. (CARD D) Please use the numbers on the card to tell me how 
often you and your spouse have disagreed about each of the 
following activities. 


A. Housekeeping. 


Some- Fre- Very Fre- 
Never Seldom times quently quently NA 
] Z 3 4 5 .9 
B. Earning money. 
Some- Fre- Very Fre- 
Never Seldom times quently quently NA 
] 2 3 4 5 9 


C. Visiting or writing relatives. 


Some- Fre- Very Fre- 
Never Seldom times quently quently NA 
] 2 3 4 5 9 
D. Recreation. 
Some- Fre- Very Fre- 
Never Seldom times quently quently NA 
] 2 3 4 5 9 


E. Confiding with each other about problems. 


Some- Fre- Very Fre- 
Never Seldom times quently quently NA 
] 2 5 4 5 9 


F. Care of pre-school children. 


Some- Fre- Very Fre- 
Never Seldom times quently quently NA 
1 2 3 4 5 9 


(THIS QUESTION CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE) 


yt, Save pag, OF: 


+ VOrRaEs iT Nga eg ne Ais 2 Site. 
ta ) ce fi es fa "ahs iy ‘ eis rs 
iI : t Wy ; wrt 
fa v 
in “oy 
a f ) : oh 
. 7a be, v i A a " es Te suis 4 od 
Ay ite Sup? aay SRSA F 1 et ne see 
ij igh : aA: Age mn d(T 3 4S - 
a tM | my a 
; rar] P. ivi, vi at i ‘ie t 
ray ; 
, -— ‘Gatirved 
f - 7 
i i ; aa ab 
Ay "gehts ; avi 
eer at uy a 
i \ i= ¥ r 
\) ou a oth * 
| | Bist a ne neta 
Z 5 ; he i al 5! Me Pints: 7 cs af 
x a A: i al ae aye ae 
Ory AM i ve: 
‘ ay a ' 
; nts } 
-. 
luk fe ve 
er Aa aa F 7 : ay , 
ies 4 ee iy . 


7 my 7 i ey a ih 
; Pe ee 
ane a a 
ray ae 4 
IAL asa 
} ( vey) Ay. i at 
‘ ae ‘ie . Ar j 
} Bea yh ane kee, 
\ + Nh, ay 
1 try ih hy iN 


amb fei, es 


wis oa bin, 1 ee Uae ae 
by pat Bi}. i ie arin tii nN, bas i 


Q. 62 Continued. 


63. 


64. 


G. Teaching and disciplining girls, age. 6 - 12. 


Some- Fre- Very Fre- 
Never Seldom times quently quently NA 
] 2 3 4 5 9 


H. Teaching and disciplining boys, age 6 - 12. 


Some- Fre- Very Fre- 
Never Seldom times quently quently NA 
] 2 3 4 5 9 


Are you in contact with any of your relatives? 


Yes 
No (GO TO Q. 65) 


In the past two years or so, have you received 


any of the following kinds of help from your RELATIVES. 


Yes or No? 
YES4 V NO NA 

A. Advice on a decision you had 

LOPMARO co oleccesrtere ene tol siete ace ile 's ] 2 9 
B. Help on special occasions, such 

as childbirth,;-sickness <..... ] 2 9 
C. Help in caring for your children, 

SUCH dS. DADYS ECL Gui siaic iste, « ] 2 9 
D. Financial assistance, such as 

money OY! ad TOANM memes... ] 2 9 
E. Gifts, other than birthdays, 

ChYyiSiMmas: se CC eee 6 aceite is so: ] Z 9 
F. Home repairs, moving, odd jobs, 

So eb s A UOC og Win Sk ] 2 9 
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65. Finally, we would like to know something about the groups 
and organizations to which you belong. Could you name 
them? (PROBE) 

Re 


2. 


a nr ee 5 RN A A Se TR ner mm 


Now we would like to ask you some questions about famtly stze. 


66. What do you think is the ideal number of children for 
a family to have? 
Number 


reg arena nr ert nae enn rn tent ne 


IF APPLICABLE. 


67. How many children have you ever had? Please count all that 
were born alive at any time (including any you had from a 
previous relationship.) 


Number 


a ee oe ra nn ernie 


68. Do you expect to have any (more) children? 


Response | 
Yosremoe 68). Ae 1 | 
Nos GUO Oe4B9) :. .cceccwispie o> 2 | 
Uncertain (GO TO Q. 69) ..... 3 


Not asked, inappropriate .... 4 
NOU RISWOT ois irk e oa ese aepe sy te 


69, How many (more)? 


Number 
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(CARD E) Would you approve or disapprove of a married 
couple not bearing or rearing children? 


Strongly Disapprove Strongly Approve DK NA 
] 2 3 4 5 6 7 8.9 


Do you think birth control information should be 
available to teenagers who want it? 


Response 

Shouldcbe avaidabliemiees......... ] 

Should not be available ........ 2 

Depends on the age/grade ....... 3 
(VOLUNTEERED) 

OM IETON coe caves em etetnteete athe aier. 8 

NOwan SWE... Sis) cman tee wenetgr sts 9 


Please tell me whether or not you think it should be 
possible for a pregnant woman to obtain a legal abortion 
if ... READ EACH STATEMENT, AND CIRCLE ONE CODE FOR EACH. 


YES NO DK NA 


A. there is a strong chance of: serious 


defects in, Che: Danvers ss vce os oe ] 2 8 9 
B. she is married and does not want any 

MO TESCO ON earache cis cces Sees ss ] 2 8 9 
C. the woman's own health is seriously 

endangered by the pregnancy? ....... ] 2 8 2 


D. the family has a very low income and 
cannot afford any more children? ... 1 2 8 9 


E. she became pregnant as a result of 
| 8] 2 ROE A rk ] a 8 9 


ee she is not married and does not want 


COLMAVVY: UNG Cee he cdots cies esis ss 9+ ] 2 8 9 
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Are you against sex education in the schools? 


Response 

SO Tegih sav a's ss. w tate pire es eecie ee ] 

PUR IIT SCP: 5 ina doe she Se ated eas ees dcs 2 

Depends on the age/grade ..... 3 (VOLUNTEERED) 
Den LEK NOW ec See cts ae eee rete a 8 

NOMANSWE DUU «ts Cetant et ca tae mie wei 9 


Now some questtons about ftnances.- 


74, 


Tn 


Would you say that you (and your family) are better off 
or worse off financially than you were a year ago? 


Response 

PattCmeNOWNnALs Soar aahel 
SONIC meen erin ayes a. nye ee 2a 
IOS Cie choi alaes ob aree: + isngee 3 
DON ah ee feria ¢<ts wt sees 8 


Now looking ahead -- do you think that a year from now you 
(and your family) will be better off financially, or worse 
off, or just about the same as now? 


Response 

Wilt be better off: Aca... ] 
RAMG i relsccsgieca'~ sis ss oia'ale Gaatemieentrs 2 2 
Wald Deoworse, OTT. ./¢ oui ee 3 
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76. (CARD F) Would you please tell me the letter on. this card 
which best represents your total family income for 1976, 
before taxes? 


Response 
PMU (7512 UO Nigra Pee ee 65 aw acaon'd 01 
Bape OU0: e525. 209) Me eee ican ds voiced 02 
ee 00 =" 53 O00 re es ck sw oes 03 
Pores SOOO = $42 9998 i eee Nestea. whl 04 
Ee e000 55, SOON ea es crc kone 05 
RO UOU tx $65 909 ee ed das cde 06 
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(REFER R TO RESPONSE SHEET) Here is a sheet vhich we would like 
you to fill out to describe Edmonton as it appears to you’ for 
example, if you think Edmonton is especially attractive, please 
put an "X" in the box next to the word "attractive". If you 
think it is especially unattractive, please put an "X" next to 
"unattractive", and if you think it is somewhere in between, 
please put an "X" in the box where you think it belongs. 


ATTRACTIVE | | | | | | | | UNATTRACTIVE 
UNFRIENDLY PEOPLE | | | | | | | | FRIENDLY PEOPLE 
CROWDED | | | | | | | | UNCROWDED 


VERY GOOD PLACE TO LIVE | | | | | | | VERY POORDPEACE. Tt 


PLEASANT | | | | | | | | UNPLEASANT 
BIG CITY | | | | | | | | RURAL 
NOTHING TO DO | | | | | | | | LOTS OF THINGS TO 


HARD TO GET AROUND IN | | | | | | | | EASY TO GET AROUN 


D PLACE TO RAISE CHILDREN | | | | | | | | BAD PLACE T0 RAIS: 


SAFE | | | | | | | | UNSAFE 
POOR CLIMATE | | | | | | | | GOOD CLIMATE 
CLEAN AIR | | | | | | | | DIRTY AIR 


vu rn y y 7 om un 1" ; : / r i y f a rd 
Ba Pa Ea aman yea 7 
i ee i al by eat n 


ct fers os) Ua ray) r ite ¥ Thee - on raat hy +, 
‘1 " an Ay CORN eg i) iY a OSE ae - } 
4 non AA raaattiend dg a ee Mi (ior ma! i i hal 
is " : ay i Dn aay a nf, 


me ’ i a me hk ‘ee yet ah PoP 
ok Bead ae a am he ee h onl ay 
yet ae ene gt ok TS 


bs i's Fr hy ah et Ei. “TT gs. yen ah ay \ 
ig yw toennie Bi Bcd a te i 


ie 8 aan f avieatt SCL I, 
oD yi rah ey piv and Wiha i nb “a WEY iy, Oy” 7 
Lonnirebet aay ae “wi he Nays ary oo dl fw ad OF a, 


A PMG, #18) . RMT Til io 


v, 
ue 
a 
Ce 
, ; 
: } , 
ae | Ab | 
LA | ; ih 
~ | ew oy v 
“ hy an i ule Salty 
ra b n je L : fe ’ has vi or 
\ ieee C15 i. : 7 a y } d Fi x Sie NO 
ih ( Mitlhodia 7 Litrseti dein A iy 
: * * 4 - * i i 
' ; : 
\ f 
; 
? 4 | 
{ " i 
| } — 
\ x car Ay 
Mei GRY eee es 
, 4 widh } { : ¥ La ; 
" be or er “aie 
| i ‘ ee 
i a ae Wey i Md | 
ie WRN Laas } f Me { Lee 
Cee. Whine ve i 
Dan see war nig 
; 1 Ay if 
pene 1 wal 
i4 
yas q 
j mat jive 
4 
{ ] t 
, 1 ge ps oe ) Pi, 
MAGE Oe a Pads en pd 
; ’ : e ) Beir 1 aes 
, } 
; Cd . ‘ EY aa 
os ~ « ial Tt ~~. 
an Me ef Y ny. fp 4 
' i re 
y ol a _ 
9 4 
ke aonyan TAR / 
: f . a 
{ ‘ Pad, 
7 | 
2 La | “? f uy 
; RED) 0 1'* 3 
pe I a a’ j 
Leh ae 
A ss ih 
Sal aj 4 


a 
j ae Du 

ARB Na A eres bi 

ea 8 he ” 


‘ - 


; ae) ; a 

4 Pe Pt ‘FHT fy 
ee (ot ae ay 2 P aa 
) . 7 F 7 sett : 


ot y" a 


TO BE COMPLETED BY INTERVIEWER 


1. Housing type: 
SHUG Meh OEY 7A Ly AN Ad en aL RRA BA Wn ic 
DE OC UG Cie mnie aise. 5 4.00.0 shalgrdieia esatelel y ese-e nt oe dieters: 
DUR HOY pre MEN NES i's 56, vad ies Brora lene od A Md 


ApartmentioriMuritipie Dwelling 2...c0.6.eese cease 
House attached to a Non-residential structure .... 


2. Respondents Cooperation: 
BOOP Cally mmm teetering ha sa egies tals loose 9c oausseeeuane’e 
Ct PO art ree teres: oon Bea ha vas dia. 4 wlan gee es 
UNCOOD CRAGIN Gmers a eerie tek corte ee clos a ees 6s sleictere owe 


3. Quality of Interview: 
PC AOU bine Viaimrecie tee gee toler oy. ataye 3s suds +6 (id em 
PGE GUA CC alee eee ree ta eee, fole eicde ses 4's sieelic 66 se sia 408s 
OUEST Ona b Hemme ee tie eee vi is widhe cic dw eke Sica = 


4. Comments of Interviewer: 
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APPENDIX II 
PHOTOGRAPHS OF SELECTED NEIGHBOURHOODS IN EDMONTON, ALBERTA 


a Pel 
il : AN } ve er 
* Ny 7 \ 
r i fi 
> 
| : " ais 
es j tia) 
f i Pk) ah Solin 
; wen in my eg 
: . ie ‘ iin) ; a a” , 
AT RIGA. « HOTOwER HE 
A Aad yl 9) ) § 4 a . I 
. \ : i mh rhe as or ; 
. \ i ee ne 
4 win rit , oy ty 
; i eae Aa! 
{ Ke a, My MY F 4 1 f pias i « 
ph ae rae rk ave 
; ‘ ; y : r Sa ek 4 “on 
Z f 4 < ‘ion ' Ri vue > 4 
: i ; i ; i owe.) ie” iV, 
vi p i “th Ve Ws 2 Va . Le ei 
nv i) 
4 of 
Oth Ba | 
f ieee s Oe | : 
i 
nore bas fu i z 
oa 
on 5 » 
sions ee 
ay yore Yuli 
‘ j : 6 t 
1 ul 
i i 
t 7 = 
i ; 
i t 
\ j 
' 
ca 
‘ 
) 
( 
¥ Pie ; 
\¢ \ 
4 i ¥ 
q t “ 
\ é 
BM 
/ vy 
ue = j : 
A 
j 
te CO Hy 
} | 
+ ar 
J Con 
a ¥ ay 
’ i 
- ie -_ } 
e 
j 
v :: i 
‘7 ry 4 
oe at 
i a ‘4 
j 
ei - \ \ 
i 
i 
x j : 
4 a 4 ; J / i 
- F ' r 1 
\ Mi a ee iA ms 
i ,.% 
z ; _ 
k =) t 
t \ ' ) ‘ 
i « 
u ’ : ; 
ga ? : . ogy 8 
% 7 t ; i 
; u deg, 
iy \ , @ : 
» * F fu J 
ive 
r 
+ = a 
‘ : f 7 »\4 
{ it 1a @ 
> 
~ 
H 


Wht 


For each neighbourhood presented in this appendix an overall 
neighbourhood satisfaction score is given. This index has a 


mean of 5.470, a range from 2 to 7, and a standard deviation 
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some neighbourhoods have a poor transition from private 
space to public space. This neighbourhood can easily be 
invaded by residents who are not regular users and, 
therefore, the neighbourhood residents cannot control who 
uses or enters their neighbourhood. An opportunity for 
invasion of privacy is further enhanced because the houses 
border on two main arteries with commercial development next 
to the neighbourhood. The low fences cannot serve to 
establish primary territorial boundaries or attenuate the 
problem of invasion. Neighbourhood satisfaction is 2.37. The 
neighbourhood is neither fine nor coarse grain in structure. 


The neighbourhood is conventional in design. 
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This neighbourhood also has a poor transition from private 
space to public space. In this neighbourhood, there is 
really no secondary territory once one leaves the confines 
of the building. Neighbourhood satisfaction is 2.84. The 
neighbourhood is fine grain in structure, and is 


conventional in design. 
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Here the neighbourhood has a oe ce road that creates 
secondary territory. Because this road acts as a bridge 
between primary and public space, the neighbourhood provides 
more privacy for local residents than the neighbourhoods on 
the preceding pages. The fact, however, that the houses are 
not separated from the main artery by a burm or other 
boundary makes the service road less effective. 
Neighbourhood satisfaction is 5.46. The neighbourhood is 
neither fine nor coarse grain in structure. It is by 


definition a neighbourhood unit. 
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Although there is a main artery on the border of this 
neighbourhood, it does not pass through the neighbourhood 
itself. The presence of fences, trees, sidewalks, and green 
space all serve to establish a better transition from 
private to public space. Neighbourhood satisfaction is 6.52. 
The neighbourhood is coarse grain in structure, and is 


conventional in design. 


se Rens: 


¢a. 4 43 peri 
at ties ouinwsta Ab 


te 
a 
7 
a 
( 
i 
wht 
J i 
1 
( 
aT War 
ng 
as: 
al 
a 
am 
¥ 
o) 
' co . 
" 
: oe 
. 
y 
‘ 
as 
a e 
E 4 ‘ 
ms e 
2. 
’ a 
' 
5 
- 
P 
a 
| 
La 
j 
j 
: i 
mn 
' 
| 
7 
; 
j cad 
Es 
4 1 
yeh 
a 
F rm 
# o x 


The quality and quantity of open space within this 
neighbourhood leave something to be desired. Such a large 
open area makes it difficult for residents to define the 
space, so it is underused. Furthermore, a large open area 
such as this creates the opportunity for invasion of 
neighbourhood privacy because of its very public nature. 
Neighbourhood satisfaction is 4.56. The neighbourhood is 
coarse grain in cure: and is by definition a 


neighbourhood unit. 


116 


ute eg agral is 


2 i 


ster 5} feeds yaw om te ee 


' 
ae 
= 


Aly vi uy WN 


teonebeivet Ee eee ait 


peor! Eker iat-ain TaN ad. s et alae a 


f reflash We bos eee We, 


\ 
pel 
‘ 
“S 
‘F 
4 
‘ 
a 
a 
~ 
¢ 
x 
: 
i 
4 By ‘ i ' ’ 
f , 
yA E 
a i i 
- \ ; r 
A t 
t XN 
j 
i 
MS 
Fi ‘ 
i de 
= ‘ 
Ri 
— 1 
1 “%¢ 
ee 
' ~. 
ri A ¥ 
© 
alF; 
= 4) e 
1 


ie ¥ no 


117 


Some neighbourhoods provide open spaces small enough to 
provide secondary territory for exclusive use and control by 
local residents. Here, the open space is clearly defined, 
safe, and readily accessible to the neighbourhood. 
Neighbourhood satisfaction is 6.44. The neighbourhood is 


coarse grain in structure, and is conventional in design. 
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This neighbourhood creates the opportunity for the invasion 
of primary territory because of the insertion of a high-rise 
apartment block among single-family units. Neighbourhood 
satisfaction is 4.93. The neighbourhood is fine grain in 


structure, and is conventional in design. 
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This neighbourhood has no secondary territory or any means 


of generating it. Primary territory may also be intruded 


Upon because the apartments are built SO close together. 


Neighbourhood Satisfaction is 3375, The neighbourhood is 


coarse grain in Structure, and conventional in design. 
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This neighbourhood allows external primary territory to be 
maintained and curtails the possibility of invasion by 
having only singie-family units present and a road system 
that is primarily for local use. Neighbourhood satisfaction 
is 6.33. The neighbourhood is coarse grain in structure and 


conventional in design. 
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In this neighbourhood there is a good transition from 
private to public space. The cul-de-sac creates secondary 
territory for the exclusive use of the residents bordering 
on it. Neighbourhood satisfaction is §.04. The neighbourhood 
is coarse grain in structure, and is by definition a 


neighbourhood unit. 
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